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PREFACE 
 
I had the idea for this thesis during my Erasmus experience in Brussels 
where I observed an interesting use of English among some groups of people 
who live there. Brussels is officially a bilingual city (French and Flemish) but I 
noted that beside French and Flemish, also English was used for a great 
number of services and cultural products. For example, the Belgian magazine 
“The Bulletin” is in English; several leaflets and advertisement were trilingual 
(French, Dutch, English); various cinema and theatre shows and even the 
traditional M. Tôone marionettes spoke English at request. Moreover it could be 
heard widely in supermarket, pubs, bars, libraries etc.. in some parts of the city 
those where the “expatriates” live. The expatriates are a multilingual and 
multicultural community of people from all around Europe who lives and works 
in Brussels where the majority of European Union institutions are based. The 
“expatriates” are civil servant, administrator, officials in the EU institutions and in 
other organisations such as NGOs and lobby groups. I observed that English 
was the vehicular language they regularly choose to communicate among them 
instead of Belgian national languages.  
I therefore started considering that the EU integration process will 
probably lead to a general increase in the use of English and I decided, 
therefore, to study which implications this use could have on national languages 
and in particular whether it could be true that English was supplanting other 
languages as claimed by the mainstream opinions. But I found that the situation 
was more complex than English simply replacing other languages especially 
since expatriates’ linguistic competences were generally not limited to the sole 
English. In fact I noted that there was a complex use of different languages in 
different occasions, mother tongues at home and with nationals, English with 
colleagues, French and Flemish with the local Belgian communities but also 
other languages. Moreover the English used was very peculiar, since this 
expatriates community was mainly composed by non-native speakers of English 
and since English mother tongues were generally a minority. Therefore I started 
considered also the other possibility, that is, whether English will be changed by 
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the EU multilingual community who use it, a hypothesis that seemed to me 
more realistic than English destroying European multilingualism.  
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1. Introduction 
 
A multilingual area can be defined as a delimited geographical area 
where two or more linguistic communities coexist and therefore come into 
contact, producing a situation of “language contact”, ”the use of more than one 
language in the same place and the same time”1. It is very difficult to determine 
the possible outcomes of these language contacts, since they depend on 
several different factors and since multilingual areas are not all the same. 
Nevertheless there are two very general points that can be said about a 
multilingual area. First of all that any multilingual area has a lingua franca as 
“areas where lingua franca are in regular use are multilingual more or less by 
definition: if everyone spoke the same language there would be no need for a 
lingua franca”2. The second is that among the possible linguistic outcomes “the 
most common result… is change in some or all the languages”3. Thomason 
identifies three main linguistic results of language contact: “contact-induced 
change, extreme language mixture (resulting in pidgins, creoles, and bilingual 
mixed languages) and language death”4. 
The European Union (EU)  is a vast multilingual area that includes up to 
60 different official, co-official, regional and minority languages within the same 
territory. The EU is being progressively integrated and as a result of legislation, 
integration and enlargement processes almost every aspect of European 
society, including its linguistic set up, is being affected by some sort of change. 
Thus EU constitutes a pervasive and interesting case of language contact.  
English is progressively being used in all the occasions where the different 
linguistic communities interact in Europe, for example, it is extensively used in 
European institutional settings. Although not officially recognized as such, it is 
nevertheless unquestionable that it has assumed the role of a lingua franca 
                                                
1 Thomason 2001:1 
2 Ibid. p.24 
3 Ibid. 
4 Ibid. 
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within the EU. The most commonly widespread idea sees the ever-increasing 
use of English as a lingua franca in Europe as the element that will certainly 
transform EU multilingualism into monolingualism and so it is claimed that the 
EU could become a single monolingual-English speaking area. For some this 
would be highly desirable and definitely positive as it would eliminate what is 
considered to be the biggest obstacle to EU integration, that is, the linguistic 
differences1. For others such a perspective is considered negatively as it would 
entail immense linguistic and cultural loss.  
It is quite misleading to discuss the spread of English in these absolute 
positive or negative terms, especially if we consider the situation of the 
European Union. In fact we should first of all consider the peculiarity of the 
European Union project and how it differs from the situations where English was 
really an instrument of linguistic imperialism. Therefore we should look at how 
the process of integration has transformed Europe and the political relationships 
among the European linguistic communities. Above all we should take into 
account the linguistic policies of the EU,  to see how they are moving towards 
individual plurilingualism. 
 Not only at European but also at international level is English being 
extensively used as a lingua franca. This is a much debated question because 
English has also served variously as a tool of propaganda and ideology, and 
has often contributed to promoting discrimination and inequality for example, in 
colonial and post-colonial settings. But before analyzing the problem in detail, I 
will start by introducing the factors which have brought the English language to 
such a prominent position in Europe and the world. 
                                                
1 The ambassador of the USA to Denmark declared  in 1997  that “the most serious problem for 
the European Union is that it has so many languages, this preventing real integration and the 
development of the Union“, quoted in Phillipson 2003.  
“The pressure to adopt a single lingua franca to facilitate communication in such contexts (e.g. 
Commonwealth and EU international bodies), is considerable, the alternative being expensive 
and impracticable multi-way translation facilities”. The main problem is that “half the budget of 
an international organization can easily get swallowed up in translation costs.” Crystal 1997:10. 
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 The spread of the English language started during the XVIth century with 
the first voyages to the Americas, Asia and the Antipodes and it continued with 
the expansion of the British Empire which reached its climax around the end of 
the XIXth century. In 1936 the British Council, still one of the most proactive 
supporters of the English language abroad, was set up to promote English as 
an instrument of propaganda. From the end of the Second World War, this role 
was assisted, flanked and even taken over by the economic, political 
superpower, the USA, that supported the spread of English by heavily investing 
in it, and making English Language Teaching (ELT) one of the most profitable 
businesses for the English speaking countries as well as a tool for American 
propaganda abroad. Throughout the XXth century the English language has in 
fact established itself as the language of international business and scientific 
research and has progressively supplanted other languages in these domains. 
The linguistic results of this pervasive language spread nowadays can be 
seen in the analysis of Braj Kachru (1985) where he argue that the speakers of 
the English language can be seen in terms of three concentric circles: the Inner, 
the Outer and the Expanding circles (figure in the next page1). The Inner circle 
corresponds to the countries such as the UK, USA, Australia and Canada 
where English is the first official language (ENL= English as a Native 
language).These include 320-380 million people who are native speakers of the 
standard varieties of English, such as  American English (AE) or  British English 
(BE).  
 The Outer circle, instead, is a category which is mainly referred to as 
“World Englishes” and corresponds to countries such as India, Nigeria  etc… 
where English reached the status of the official, co-official or subsidiary 
language (ESL = English as a second language) after the colonial period. It 
includes 300–500 million speakers, the majority of whom are native speakers of 
non-standard varieties of English. In fact the types of English spoken in 
countries such as India are regarded as being nativized varieties and are now 
considered as non-standard linguistic objects in their own right. 
                                                
1 Kachru in Crystal (1997). 
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The Expanding circle, instead, includes all the other countries such as 
several countries in the EU in which English is learned as a foreign language 
(EFL= English as a foreign language). This latter circle includes the majority of 
speakers of English, from 500 up to 1 million, and significantly outnumbers the 
other two categories. If English is not the most spoken language in the world, it 
is definitely the most learned and used second and foreign language. English is 
mainly used by native and non-native speakers for their reciprocal interactions 
and is currently the most used language for communication in international 
environments. Consequently it is the most popular international lingua franca. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
The spread of English from the Inner to the Outer and especially in the 
Expanding circle has been variously named as “English as an International 
Language” (Seidlhofer:2001-2002), “English as a Global Language” 
(Crystal:1997), “English as a World Language” (Graddol:1997), “English as a 
medium of intercultural communication” (Meierkord:1998-2004) , “English as a 
vehicular language” (Munath:2005) etc.... As often happens in linguistics there 
EXPANDING 
CIRCLE  
(EFL)   
OUTER 
CIRCLE 
(ESL)  
INNER  
CIRCLE 
(ENL) 
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is not a univocal and straightforward definition for the international spread/use 
of English. In all the definitions mentioned above, “English” refers to the 
language mainly used by speakers of the “Expanding circle”.  
Yet behind the various definitions and, especially, the various authors, 
there are two different referents for “English”. The majority of scholars consider 
this global spread of English as simply the spread of an ENL variety and 
consider English as being “distributed as a set of established encoded forms, 
unchanged into different domains of use”1.  Beside this mainstream perspective 
there is a second position on the international spread of English that considers 
English in the Expanding circle from the perspective of change.  
 The first perspective as in Graddol (1997) considers the global spread of 
English as the spread and use of one standard variety, either British English or 
American English. This perspective has generated a heated2 debate with 
various conflicting opinions. Some (such as Graddol) support the perspective of 
English as a global lingua franca enthusiastically, because in their opinion it 
would solve almost all the problems of the international multilingual 
communication. Thus they tend to minimize how a language can be linked to 
power and how it can support political, cultural or economic ideologies. They 
exalt the practical side of the matter, the need and urgency for a common 
language for better international and intercultural intelligibility. Graddol looks 
positively at a global linguistic spread and is more interested in identifying the 
factors which can affect, prevent or stop the future status of the English 
language both economically and politically as it could be advantageous for the 
English speaking mother tongue3 speakers, if carefully planned4. 
                                                
1 Widdowson  1997:139. 
2 See also the “English Today” debate, Vol. 21 April 2005. 
3 Graddol 1997:57. See also Crystal 1997:12 . 
4 It is important to underline how Graddol’s position reflects that of the British Council (BC) for 
whom he wrote his report “The future of English?”(1997). For the BC English is “Britain’s real 
black gold” and “ the challenge…is to exploit it to the full”. (BC annual report, 1987-88 quoted in 
Phillipson 2003:150). 
 11
Others, such as Skuttnab-Kangas (1997,2002) and Phillipson (1997,2003) 
stress how English is still a language which is variously associated with political, 
economic and military imperialism, with psychological and cultural hegemony, 
with globalization, and with Americanization.  English has thus earned a number 
of eloquent epithets such as “linguistic imperialist” (Phillipson:1992), 
“Tyrannosaurus rex” (Swales:1997), “villain” (Graddol:1997), ”killer language” 
(House:2003) and the spread of English has been accused of “linguicism” that 
means English has been committing a “linguicide” and “killing” other languages. 
This is because the spread of English would make local languages disappear 
by progressively supplanting them and thus promote English-speaking 
monolingualism all around the world. Consequently, in their opinion, the spread 
of English  has become a harmful phenomenon which has to be opposed and 
limited in order to preserve global language variety.  
Interestingly both these two perspectives (Graddol’s and Phillipson’s) 
justify or criticize the position of English as an international language of 
communication attribute a major role to its structural features. Graddol argues 
that its linguistic success is the “result of inherent characteristics of the 
language”1, such as English is easy, flexible, rational and, therefore, more 
suitable than other languages for the role of international lingua franca.2 An 
even more extreme position claims how English is “the world’s best language”3 
and attributes to this its success as a global language to this.  
 On the other hand Phillipson dismisses “the myth of English being  an 
easy language to learn” (2003:140) but creates another one as for him English 
“is a treacherous language, because of the complexities of structure and usage” 
(2003:140). Similarly it is claimed how “English is the least adapted of any to the 
                                                                                                                                            
“Maintaining and expanding the role English as a world language [would] mean to exploit the 
position of English to further British interests” (BC market research project “English 2000”, in 
Phillipson, 2003: 151).  
1 Kibbee, 2003:48.  
2 “English is remarkable for its diversity, its propensity to change and to be changed” (1997) and 
the ” hybridity and permeability of English as defining features, allowing it to expand quickly into 
new domains and explaining in part its success of a world language”. 
3 Newmark quoted in Smith, 2005:57. 
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demands of the international community because of idiosyncrasies, vague 
grammar, fragile phonetics and unwieldy vocabulary1”. Smith also sees in the 
structural features of English the reasons why it would not be at all suitable as a 
language for international communication as it is “complex”, “ambiguous”, 
“irregular” and “unpronounceable”(2005).  
 These evaluations are, however, extremely relative, as it is difficult to 
establish objectively what is an easy or a difficult language at an international 
level or anywhere, as all languages can serve any function of human 
communication equally well. The fact that English has become the most spoken 
world languages is only due to the political, economic and military forces which 
promoted it and caused its spread and not to structural properties of this 
language. Moreover whether English or any other language is suitable to be the 
international language of  communication or not cannot be verified in absolute 
terms as Graddol and Phillipson do. 
 Moreover both Graddol and Phillipson “make use of a strong theory of 
the so-called ‘Sapir-Whorf hypothesis’2 on linguistic relativity. Kibbee calls their 
models of linguistic spread respectively the “free-market theory” and the “green-
ecologist theory”. For the former the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis could justify how 
“the dominance of English would thus be the result of a process of natural 
selection and would result in the economic and military dominance of 
Anglophone countries”3. Conversely ecolinguists use this theory to claim that 
the spread of the English language will “automatically result in the spread of an 
ideology, a political system and a culture”4 following a sort of “linguistic 
determinism”. The language loss which will result would mean “the permanent, 
irrevocable loss of a certain vision of the world” 5 connected to that language. 
 These two attitudes towards the spread of English, one supporting and 
the other deploying it, are the most popular points of view on the subject. 
                                                
1 Piron quoted in Maurais 2003:30.  
2 Kibbee 2003:47. 
3 Ibid.p.48. 
4 Ibid. p.50. 
5 Ibid. p.50. 
 13
However, besides these two extreme positions, there is Crystal’s. He considers 
how, although English has been the result of political, cultural and economic 
domination, it could nevertheless be an important tool for international 
communication. In Crystal’s opinion even if the structural properties, may not be 
the reasons why a language has become global, they may motivate people to 
learn it and thus contribute to its global success.   
 As I have said, Graddol’s, Phillipson’s and Crystal’s positions consider 
the international spread of English from a strictly native-speaker point of view. 
They mainly refer to a native standard variety of English being used as an 
international means of communication. It is ENL of the Inner circle that has 
spread globally. Therefore it is claimed that ENL being a global language could 
cultivate a monolingual linguistic elite that has English at its disposal and could 
thus be able to manipulate the language to its own advantage and at the 
expense of those who do not have a perfect mastery of the English language1.  
Crystal, as a native speaker, is “in the fortunate position of being a fluent 
user of the language”2 and has “cause to reflect everyday on the benefits of 
having it at (his) disposal”3. Phillipson claims that: “communication between 
native speakers of English and those for whom English is a foreign or second 
language is asymmetrical, often to the disadvantage of the latter. The 
communicative inequality is obscured when English is referred to as a “lingua 
franca“, a concept that appears to assume communicative equality for all” 
(2003:4). Communication in English will probably be asymmetrical because it 
would be ”unreasonable to expect that non-native speakers use English 
supremely well”4. From this perspective where English  means being close to a 
native standard, the discourse of English as a lingua franca would be “inclusive 
in theory” as it would be a language common to everyone, but “exclusive in 
practice”5 as it would principally benefit mother tongue speakers.  
                                                
1 Crystal 1997:12. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Skuttnab-Kangas and Phillipson quoted in Seidlhofer 2001:137. 
5 De  Beaugrande, 1999:115. 
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 However the three stances presented so far ( Graddol’s, Phillipson’s and 
Crystal’s) do not take into account that “as soon as the language is used, it 
cannot be kept under control” as a language “is not transmitted without being 
transformed”1 and those who use it end up appropriating it. Scholars such 
Seidlhofer (2001,2003), Jenkins (2003,) Meierkord (1998,2004) and House 
(2003), emphasize instead how in its international use English is the language 
used by non-native speakers for intercultural communication mainly with other 
non-natives and therefore it is not  ENL any longer. This is “English as a Lingua 
Franca” (ELF), a changing language which is progressively distinguished from 
its native models as the transformations are triggered off by its users. The 
discourse of “English as a Lingua Franca” is inclusive both in theory and in 
practice. It is the same perspective of “World Englishes” which “foregrounds the 
plurality and diversity of the varieties while asserting their equality as versions of 
English”2. As Widdowson claims, this “English language” is not the result of a 
distribution but of “a spread of a virtual language which implies adaptation and 
non-conformity” (1997:140). 
 If we consider the spread of English from the ELF point of view in 
Europe, it could not veritably only be considered a “linguistic imperialist”. 
English is  itself becoming “multilingual” itself  and is introjecting and reflecting 
various elements of the multilingual society which actively uses it and 
contributes to shape it anew. Far from dismissing the role that the English 
language has taken in the promotion of ideologies and propaganda (part and 
parcel of its being “global”), I would like to discuss here whether it is pertinent to 
speak in terms of linguistic and cultural imperialism in the present day European 
Union, in particular I would argue against the ecolinguists’ assumptions which 
seem to consider the spread of English from a “counter-ideological” point of 
view”. Is it pertinent to forecast a monolingual future for EU citizens where all 
                                                
1 Widdowson, 1997:136. 
2 De Beaugrande, 1999 :118. 
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the differences will be swept away, and a new form of cultural, economical, 
political Anglo-American imperialism1 will take place?  
 The present paper aims at providing some argumentation in order to 
show that no monolingual future lies in wait for the European Union, even if 
English will continue its spread as a European lingua franca. In the first and 
second chapter I will deal with European multilingualism, what its characteristic 
features are, what it means to maintain multilingualism in Europe today and how 
it is managed at institutional level. In the third chapter I will discuss the 
European policies for individual plurilingualism. In the fourth chapter I will deal 
with the English language in Europe, in particular I will consider the role of 
English in contemporary European society. What is the actual use of English in 
Europe? I will introduce its effective position, functions, when and by whom it is 
actually used and how pervasive its use is.  
  The sixth and last section will deal with what is, from my point of view, 
the key aspect of the question: what kind of English is being used in Europe 
today? I previously pointed to the fact that the Outer circle nativized varieties of 
English have already become the object of linguistic analysis. The majority of 
European speakers of English falls into the Expanding circle category. As far as 
English in Europe is used predominantly for interactions among non-natives, 
several linguists have started considering what the implications of such a use 
are, whether and when interactions among non-natives are successful and how 
and to what extent they are shaping English for their own communicative 
purposes.  
 The last part  of the thesis will, therefore, deal with the ELF (“English as a 
Lingua Franca”) of the title. ELF stands in the same perspective of World 
Englishes together with the nativized varieties of post-colonial countries where 
the users of the language actively participate in shaping and creating new 
linguistic standards and practices. I will present the major results of this field of 
study, the debate on whether a Euro-English actually exists, and what ELF  
main implications for the teaching of the English language in Europe are.  
                                                
1 Phillipson, 2003. 
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2. The European Union and multilingualism  
 
Even if it is a very difficult task to accurately determine the linguistic 
outcomes of a multilingual area, some variables are more important than others 
if we want to establish whether a multilingual area will turn into a monolingual 
one or not. The political relationships existing among the linguistic communities 
living in a given area are definitely the most important, especially within a state 
or during the process of the formation of a state. In fact from these relationships 
depend the language policies of a multilingual area. These language policies 
assign a status to the languages of the various linguistic communities and  aim 
at regulating their use in society. Mark Fettes calls language policies the 
“politicostrategies of languages” that are “developed in tandem with theories of the 
nation and the state, linguistic politicostrategies have generally aimed to entrench the 
use of a single language in public administration and education, either across an entire 
state territory or within well-defined internal borders” (2003:37). 
  If the linguistic communities of a given multilingual area have equal 
mutually recognized political status, this means that any one is in a dominant 
position. In such cases all the languages spoken also have the same equal 
status and would all be equally promoted. The linguistic result may thus vary 
according to the frequency of contact: the speakers of the various linguistic 
communities can remain unilingual or there could be “mutual bilingualism or 
multilingualism”1. For example, Switzerland is an area where all the linguistic 
communities have a recognized equal status. Generally “long term contacts 
without large-scale shift are common in non-colonial situations”2. 
 Conversely there are situations where one or a few linguistic 
communities exert a form of political, social, economic or cultural domination. 
Here “speakers of some languages have de facto more rights than speakers 
than other languages. As in George Orwell’s world, some are more equal than 
                                                
1 Thomason 2001:4. 
2 Ibid. p.10. 
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others, and languages play a decisive role in upholding inequality”1. In this 
situation there can be a language policy promoting the use of one language and 
discouraging the use of the others. Languages can thus become markers of 
social differences that may reflect “inequalities between linguistic 
communities”2.  
 Often in such cases only the dominant linguistic communities have the 
right to use their own language3 thoroughly, while the others are generally 
induced to adopt the language of the dominant group, especially during 
reciprocal contacts. This phenomenon is called asymmetrical bilingualism and 
“is especially common when a subordinate bilingual group is shifting to the 
language of a monolingual dominant group”.4 If the dominant group exercises 
intense linguistic pressure on the subordinate groups, asymmetrical bilingualism 
can turn “sooner or later into language shift” and thus the non-dominant group 
will adopt the language of the dominant group and abandon its own. The 
extreme outcome could be language death when the dominant group promotes 
policies for linguistic and cultural assimilation or worse forms of genocide5. 
These are the cases when a multilingual area turns into a monolingual one. The 
linguistic changes resulting from these contacts are not natural in the sense that 
they are often induced and even enforced. 
 However, even when there are differences in status among the linguistic 
communities of multilingual areas, to predict with certainty “whether a dominant 
language will sweep the minority language off the map” we should verify 
“whether or not there is institutional support for the non-dominant languages”6.  
Institutional support does not grant the stability of the linguistic situation, 
                                                
1 Phillipson , 2003:22 
2 Truchot  2002:10.  
3 For example the use of the dominant group language is generally enforced in administration, 
in education etc… 
4 Thomason, 2001:4. 
5 It is the case of most native Americans in the united states, and many groups of immigrants”. 
Ibid. p.10. 
6 Ibid. p.4 
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especially because “what is driving the current rate of extinction is the facility of 
contacts between these communities”1. Language is also one of the most 
evident and immediate signals of culture and difference. The imposition the 
language of one linguistic community has over the others of the same region 
was part of the politics of cultural domination and assimilation in the formation of 
nation states and the maintenance of colonial empires.   
 The nation-state is a socio-political structure which was one of the by-
products of the XVIIth -XIXth  centuries. It was generally structured around a 
dominant ruling group. Nation-state cohesion and legitimacy relied upon several 
elements that were constitutive of the national identity, such as, geographical 
borders, cultural values, religion and, above all, language. These contributed to 
the ideology of nationalism, a feeling through which an individual experienced 
his/her belonging to the national community on the basis of such shared 
elements.  
 The ideology of nationalism had a significant influence on the perception 
of diversity and the formation of nation-states had major consequences for 
European cultural and linguistic variety. The dominant groups promoted their 
own linguistic varieties to become the national language, thus proceeding to the 
assimilation of other linguistic communities. A national language became the 
most immediate element of differentiation between “us and them”. 
Monoculturalism and monolingualism was a crucial feature for nation-states to 
create and grant cohesion and stability, and so it was imperative to reduce any 
diverse situation. 
 In relationships among nation-states the so-called ethnocentric 
nationalism repeatedly provided the justification for the assimilation of minorities 
and the colonization of other people and nation-states. Ethnocentric nationalism 
has been one of the predominant direction taken in international politics for a 
large part of the XXth century too2, thus making language one of the most 
important symbols in nation-states struggles for power at an international level. 
In fact ethnocentric nationalism was the attitude behind the birth of institutions 
                                                
1 Kibbee, 2003:55. 
2 Leuprecht in Truchot 1994 :37. 
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which promoted national culture and language. The majority of them were 
established by various European nations between the first and the second world 
wars. Thus the spread of their languages abroad also became part of a  
strategy of national and nationalistic propaganda.  
  As we said in the introduction, even if English has unofficially reached 
the status of lingua franca within the multilingual European area, its widespread 
use in several different domains involving international contact such as  EU 
institutions, trade, university, etc… raises perplexities and doubts among 
linguists. For example, Phillipson claims that English is “central to the ongoing 
process of Europeanization and globalization” and, therefore, Europe is 
inexorably “moving language policy in the direction of monolingualism” 
(Phillipson, 2003:4). 
  The situation of the EU has been compared to that of India by 
ecolinguists (Phillipson: 2003). India as the EU is a “complex case of 
multilingualism”1 with 15 official languages and  several other languages with no 
official status. During the British domination English was imposed as “the first 
language of national administration of India as a whole”2. After the 
independence in 1947 it was established a period in which English should have 
been progressively replaced by Hindi in administration, education etc.., because 
English had been the language of domination and therefore as Gandhi claimed 
“the only use you can make of English is to forget it as quickly as you can”3.  
However English remained at first with the status of “temporary official 
language” but instead of being replaced , it “remained…and remains a vital part 
of Indian environment as it continue to be the subsidiary official language in 
government and administration”4. The image and role of English has changed 
from that of “the conqueror’s language to that of a regionally neutral language 
one whose use prevents any single indigenous language from gaining prestige 
and privileging its speakers at the expense of the other languages and their 
                                                
1 Thomason 2001:42 
2 Ibid. 
3 Gandhi quoted in Thomason 2001:42. 
4 Thomason 2001:42 
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speakers”1. However Thomason further claimed how the knowledge of English 
in India was and it still today in the hand of the sole elite ruling class it is a 
knowledge that exclude most part of the population and that therefore despite 
its usefulness, the status of English as a lingua franca in India creates and 
fosters social inequalities even today.  
 In the same way it is claimed that English in the European Union is the 
“dominant language” within the European multilingual area thanks to its lingua 
franca position. It is claimed that its extensive use could thus give unfair 
privileges to mother tongue speakers and its knowledge could serve as a 
marker of inequalities and power among Europeans. It is even said that if 
English becomes the language of the European political sphere it could have a 
gate-keeping function for democratic participation. This state of affairs would 
lead first to a situation of asymmetrical bilingualism and then force Europeans to 
give up their languages “obliging non-native speakers of English to acquire the 
behavioural habits and linguistic  forms of English” (2003:4). But can we really 
compare the use of English in Europe and the EU situation to that of India? 
 This perspective considers the EU as a nation in formation and English is 
seen as the “single language” on which a potential European national and 
cultural identity is being built. Phillipson claims that the position of English in the 
process of European state formation can be associated with a form of linguistic 
and cultural imperialism that could lead to the assimilation and monolingualism 
of other European languages. He claims that the use of English in Europe and 
consequently the European policies for languages are driven by market forces 
which will lead to English becoming the only European language spoken and  to 
the English speaking communities having a dominant role in the EU.  
 As we said above, it is true that the spread, position and status of English 
worldwide have been the result of the domination of English speaking 
communities that have had a leading position in international politics until 
nowadays. But to consider the spread of English in Europe as a form of Anglo-
American domination over Europe where English will become the only 
European language means ignoring the specific nature of the EU project. A few 
                                                
1 Thomason 2001:42 
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considerations should be made on the political nature of the EU, in order to 
establish whether the spread of English could favour the dominance of certain 
linguistic groups and whether this will result in monolingualism.  
We shall explore what the relationships among the linguistic communities 
in Europe are and how these have been changing since the formation of the 
EU. If the EU is in the process of becoming a single state, would an EU 
common identity need a common language? As we will see in the present 
chapter, the European Union is a very unusual political structure whose 
existence is firmly based on the principle of equality.  While the nation-state led 
towards linguistic uniformity, the EU is leading towards linguistic diversity as the 
basis of its future identity. Cultural and linguistic minorities have received ever 
increasing attention, and the EU language policy aims at plurilingualism. There 
are political, social, juridical and symbolic reasons behind the vitality and 
maintenance of multilingualism in Europe so it will not  be so easily swept away 
even by the “market strategies”  designing the spread of English. 
 
2.1  From the nation state to  the European Union: a new 
perspective on languages, power and identity 
 
The European Union has been a political work-in-progress since 1951. It 
started as an economic community but intends to progressively integrate the 
social, political, educational dimensions of the so-called Member States. The 
EU is a unique treaty-based project where the sovereign states delegate part of 
their powers to some common supranational institutions. It is likely that this 
process will lead to the formation of a new European state. However, the 
European Union is a very new political project which is completely different from 
the idea of the traditional nation-state. First it is made up by member states who 
voluntarily adhere to it. Its union and cohesion are not derived from any 
commonly shared features, but from the agreement to accept some commonly 
decided rules on the basis of  several long-term commonly shared objectives.  
 The European Union is a supranational agreement among member 
states (the former European nation-states) that have created a political 
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administrative and legislative authority above and beyond the existing nation-
states. Within this supranational agreement “some devolution of competences 
has occurred from member-state to the supranational authority”1 that 
autonomously decide the rules and laws in order to meet the long-term 
objectives agreed by the member states, thus “not necessarily benefiting the 
national interests”2. “Supranational” also means that these rules and laws have 
direct  application and prevail over national ones3.  
From the very beginning a supranational dimension of Europe was 
needed in order to overcome nationalism and the traditional model of the 
nation-state. According to Mamadouh this type of supranational arrangement 
will lead to what she calls the “postnational network state”, that is, “a new 
political arrangement different from the modern state, an institutional form 
beyond the modern state” (1998:11). Supranationalism is “a way to regulate 
international relations” and provides a new form of relationship for European 
nation-states based on the recognition of equal political status as the pre-
requisite of the supranational arrangement itself. It is mutually binding for the 
member states who, in order to have common same advantages from a 
supranational agreement, have renounced trying to prevail over each other.  
 Languages have always played a central role in European integration as 
they have been strictly intertwined with identity and power. If we consider the 
integration process of the European Union, we can see how the role of 
language has been a relevant  point in negotiating the relationships among 
member states.  Looking at the history of the integration of the European Union 
so far, we can see how there has been a major shift in the role of languages. It 
has progressively moved away from the ethnocentric nationalism that saw in 
language a marker of political status to become instead a culture of 
multilingualism that fostered linguistic diversity and does not consider linguistic 
heterogeneity as a problem for stability.  
                                                
1 Mamadouh,1998:9. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid. 
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 Between 1951 and 1957, six European nations (Belgium, France, Italy, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands and West Germany) established three different 
economic “communities” that aimed at the integration of their national 
economies. The first was the ”European Coal and steel Community” (ECSC) 
which aimed at regulating the production of coal and steel. Then in 1957 the two 
treaties of Rome, that is, the treaty on the European Atomic Energy Community 
(Euratom) and  the treaty on the European Economic Community (EEC) were 
signed which set up four supranational institutions (the Council, the 
Commission, a Parliamentary Assembly and the Court of Justice) whose 
function was to regulate and administrate the procedures of the supranational  
Communities. 
 The very first act leading to the constitution of the present European 
Union,  the ECSC, took place at the end of the second world war in 1951. From 
the beginning of the XXth century, control over the German area of the Ruhr had 
been a major point of controversy among the European nations, as it was the 
most important centre of steel and coal production in Europe. The ECSC was 
imposed by the US as a prerequisite for the Marshall plan, the program of 
financial aid for the recovery of the European nations’ economies. The idea was 
to find a way to overcome the nationalism that had twice lead to conflict in 
Europe in less than fifty years and so to avoid national interests prevailing over 
the pacification of the European area. The solution was the creation of a 
European supranational authority that could mutually bind France and Germany 
together and enforce a joint management of coal and steel production. This 
supranational solution put the winner and the loser at the same level, in 
assigning a equal status to them in the management of these common 
resources.  
 Then France started to promote and direct a broader process of 
European collaboration in order to gradually integrate other domains of the 
European economy. In those years Jean Monnet, one of the most active 
promoters of European integration, was among the first to claim the importance 
of the creation of a new European political subject to overcome nationalism 
(Mammarella, Cacace :1998). However, behind this political behaviour, the 
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ruling logic and model were still those of a traditional nation-state and 
nationalism. It was soon clear that France saw an opportunity to impose itself as 
the leading force in the possible constitution of a European state (Mammarella, 
Cacace:1998). Therefore notwithstanding the intention to overcome 
nationalisms, France aspired at taking up a hegemonic position among the 
member states, as a consequence of her guiding role in the European 
integration project.  
 At a linguistic level France’s leading role was symbolically reflected by 
the fact that the ECSC treaty was signed in Paris in French, and only the 
French version was recognized as valid. At that moment languages were an 
important part of national propaganda among states, thus this language use 
marked a difference in her status among European nation-states. So if France 
would have manage to establish its uncontrolled leadership it could even be 
likely that French could have become the only language of Europe and thus 
leading to monolingualism. 
 But it was soon clear that if the European nation states wanted to 
continue along the path of the European project they had to joining their efforts  
together in order to avoid another conflict and they had to renounce to part of 
their national authority for this common objective. In fact the rise of any 
uncontested leadership could not be acceptable within the European 
supranational agreement as it would have created unequal political position of 
the member states. This is the reason why language policy at European 
supranational level  had been oriented to multilingualism which acquired major 
symbolic importance when the treaty of EEC was signed.  
 The EEC was the first concrete step towards a large-scale economic 
integration of European nations. Those participating in the EEC were the same 
as those who founded the ECSC only six years before, but at that point the 
equality of the member states had to be granted thoroughly in order to continue 
the process of supranational cooperation towards post-nationalism. The 
question of language was not of minor importance.  It was clear that the use of 
only one language for the common institutions would have meant 
acknowledging a superior status and position to those who spoke it. Therefore, 
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the EEC treaty was written in Dutch, French, German and Italian, the four 
official languages of the nations who founded the EEC. And of course, all the 
linguistic versions were equally valid at that time.  
 The importance of multilingualism was crucial for the progress of 
European integration. It was confirmed in 1958 with the very first act of the 
Council, Regulation 1/58 which founded the so-called “institutional 
multilingualism”, that is, the linguistic management of European supranational 
institutions. It declared that every member state should have one of its own 
national languages as a recognized official and working language of the 
supranational institutions. These European official languages would all have an 
equal status at supranational level and would all be equally used. Thus 
Regulation 1/58 and institutional multilingualism became the symbols of the fully 
recognized equal status of the member states in supranational agreements.  
 Institutional multilingualism signalled an important step forward in 
overcoming the ethnocentric nationalist vision of linguistic and cultural diversity. 
In fact, although it did not establish any explicit mandatory language policy for 
the whole of Europe, it stated how European member states should interact on 
an egalitarian basis in full respect of their reciprocal cultural and linguistic 
differences and how European people had the right to use their own language 
for communication  even in supranational institutions. The role and use of 
languages have remained possible instruments of political power for a long 
time, especially until the EEC remained  only a process of economic integration. 
Even today language use in the EU institutions has remained a sensitive issue, 
but there have been cases in which it has been part of a broader fight for power 
and political and cultural primacy in Europe. 
 For example at the end of the 60s, when the entry of the United Kingdom 
to the EEC was discussed, language was one of the elements of the struggle 
for European leadership between France and the UK. At that time France tried 
to impose French as the only working language of the EU institutions in order to 
impede the amendment of Regulation 1/58 and to prevent the English language 
from becoming part of the multilingual institutional regime. But to agree in favour 
of a reduced linguistic management of the institutions with French as the only 
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acknowledged working language would have been an excuse to signal and to 
formalize a “rapport de force” with France in an undisputed leading position in 
Europe. France was interested in challenging the entry of UK, as it was seen as 
a USA Trojan Horse for power in Europe. Since 19521, when France 
established the first organisation in charge of protecting its language from 
Anglo-American influence, it symbolically challenged Anglo-American power  by 
not conceding any influence to their language in a struggle for prestige at  
European and international level.  Consequently France not only opposed USA 
economic, political and cultural influence in Europe but also refused English any 
place in the French language. This battle culminated with the “Loi Toubon” in 
1994 that aimed at making the use of French neologisms compulsory in 
domains such as media, advertising etc..2, for example to enforce the use of 
“souris” instead of “mouse”; “ordinateur” instead of “personal computer” and 
thus to prevent the spread of Anglicisms and borrowing from English.  
 For as long as the European integration only involved the economic 
dimension, the importance of multilingualism was restricted to the language use 
in EU institutions. But since 1992 the treaty of Maastricht has broadened the 
process of integration and introduced several issues that have made the 
question of language use at European level more complicated. First of all the 
treaty of Maastricht sanctioned the shift from the Economic European 
Community (EEC) to the European Union (EU): it not only aimed at the 
integration of member states’ economies, but also at the social integration of 
European people and introduced for the first time the concept of European 
citizenship. Maastricht was a decisive step towards the integration of European 
society as the political destiny of the European member–states became even 
more tightly linked then. Secondly in 1994 the members of the European Union 
rose to 15 member-states. Consequently the number of those involved in the 
decision making process increased and thus the possibility for one of the 
member state to impose its decision upon the others decreased. It would be 
                                                
1 The “Conseil du Language Scientifique” aimed at creating French neologisms for scientific 
language  and thus substituting Anglicisms. ( Zanola:2002 ) 
2 Zanola, 2002:204. 
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difficult or even impossible for one member states to impose its language upon 
the others as any decision especially those involving language planning at 
European level have be discussed among 15 parties.  
 The treaty of Maastricht was important as it also introduced the concept 
of European citizenship that went beyond national citizenship and, above all, 
beyond national identity. European citizenship should not replace national 
citizenship and should not be based on commonly shared cultural features  
such as  language, the culture, or religion, but on commonly shared values. 
Therefore, the citizen of the EU should be granted his/her own local identity and 
thus his/her own language. From this perspective the cultural integration 
process and its future social cohesion will not be based on the same elements 
that contributed to the formation of national identities1 and, since the respect of 
cultural and linguistic differences have so far been safeguarded, its basis would 
not be homogeneity and monolingualism but diversity and multilingualism. 
 Moreover, the treaty of Maastricht signalled a shift in the “politico-
strategies of languages” (Fettes:2003) that see the use of language as a mark 
of power and dominance within the member states themselves. In fact it stated 
that all linguistic differences should be respected and enhanced, thus 
establishing equality in status between national, minority and regional linguistic 
communities. This is stated in Articles 21-22 which were based on the 
“Universal Declaration on human rights” of 1966. Articles 21-22 underline the 
importance of the principles of equality and non-discrimination on the basis of 
language and culture.  
The fact that linguistic equality and non-discrimination are constitutive 
elements of the European Union itself can be considered a very important 
guarantee for the future of European multilingualism. In fact they aim at 
providing “institutional support” for both “dominant” and “non-dominant” 
linguistic communities in Europe.  Since the treaty of Maastricht, the principle of 
language equality and mutual recognition has been valid not only among 
member-states at supranational level but also within the member states at 
                                                
1 At present any serious discussion on European identity exists. The “European identity 
question” is perhaps one of the most difficult challenges EU would have to face in the future. 
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national and local level. As a result, institutional multilingualism has 
progressively opened to minority linguistic groups and the principle of equal 
official status at supranational level has been extended to minority languages. 
This is the case of Catalan, Basque and Galician that will soon be part of the 
institutional multilingual regime.  
 In 1992 another important document promoting the equal status between 
national linguistic communities and minority ones in Europe was signed. It is the 
“European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages”. Although this 
document is not part of the European legislation, the majority of the member 
states have signed it, thus revealing the direction in which the EU  is going vis-
à-vis the implementation of minority language status and rights. This document, 
together with the treaty of Maastricht, is very important for strengthening and 
institutionalising the position and role of European multilingualism. In fact before 
Maastricht only the official languages of member states had an equally 
recognized status within European multilingualism.    
 The European Union has continued to promote and assist linguistic 
diversity  and has increased its commitment to the protection of EU minority 
languages. The “European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages” aims at 
fostering the vitality of minority languages and at providing them with more 
concrete support. It aims at re-affirming their use in those domains in which it 
had been discouraged or even prohibited such as in civil and public services, in 
the media, education, social and economic life. While great efforts had generally 
been made to standardize and assimilate the minorities in nation-states, in the 
post-national Union efforts are being made to preserve and enhance linguistic 
diversity. Therefore, if the modern nation-state was monolingual and based its 
national identity on monolingualism, the EU will be multilingual and base its 
post-national identity on multilingualism and multiculturalism. 
Finally, another important issue was introduced almost at the same time 
as the treaty of Maastricht that should influence the European multilingualism, 
that is, the Schengen agreement (1990). The Schengen agreement established 
the progressive abolition of the internal borders among the European member 
states. This has created a single common space for free mobility not only for 
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goods and properties, but also for all EU citizens. The elimination of the internal 
borders are having a major impact on multilingualism by facilitating contacts 
among the various linguistic communities and language change and 
contamination being fostered too.     
A further step in the process of European integration would be the EU 
constitution. Although the treaty of the European Constitution has so far not 
been ratified by all the EU member states, it is an important document that 
deals with the role of multilingualism in the future European society. We have 
already said that at the beginning of their cooperation the commonly-shared 
shared goals of the EU member states were of a economic nature but that they 
have progressively entailed social and political goals. In the European 
Constitution, the protection and enhancement of European “cultural and 
linguistic diversity” will become part of the “Union's objectives”1. We can claim 
that it is the constitution of this supranational union that should help European 
multilingualism to survive, as it establishes that any European citizen has the 
right to maintain and preserve his/her own culture and language. The process 
of integration has in fact progressively given less space at a supranational 
European level for any politico-strategies of languages in the direction of 
monolingualism. Just as it has not allowed a one-sided domination at an 
institutional level, so it is preventing cultural and linguistic domination by any 
single language at a national level in the EU. 
 From a post-national perspective of Europe, languages will no longer be 
considered the indication of political relationships among and within the various 
member-states. A meaningful example of this is contained in the EU constitution  
about the linguistic management of supranational institutions which will be 
explored in detail in the next chapter. Although the EU constitution does not 
specify any explicit position on how to solve this problem, it is nevertheless of 
paramount importance that “Article III-433” defining the prerogative of the 
Council to decide upon “ the rules governing the languages of the Union’s 
institutions” is contained in Chapter 3 on “Enhanced Cooperation”.  This 
means that the question of which language(s) should be used at institutional 
                                                
1 Article I-3 
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level is destined to lose its symbolic value as the former relationships of 
subordination among the various linguistic groups that were so crucial in the 
formation of European nation-states, are losing their importance in post-national 
Europe. 
Moreover, the recognition of equal prerogatives and status to all linguistic 
communities in Europe is being progressively acknowledged even at European 
supranational level. The EU institutions in pursuing broader social integration 
are bound to respect individual identities and languages. As we will see in 
chapter 4 this twofold objective is being pursued by multilingualism occurring at 
an individual level (Mamadouh:1998), that is, by developing individual 
plurilingualism. Consequently linguistic and cultural diversity are no longer 
seen as preventing the building of a European political subject. But conversely 
they are the guarantee of linguistic diversity and in the fact that multilingualism 
is officially acknowledged especially at institutional level is a constitutive 
element of a future European identity. 
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3. Languages and multilingualism in the EU 
institutions 
  
It is claimed that any reduction of the number of languages and the use of 
lingua franca(s) at an institutional level will bring the European Union at death’s 
door, as the absolute equality among languages and people is the essence of 
European integration. If some languages are “more equal than others” then 
some member states will be “more equal than others”. It is said that, as a 
consequence, those who will end up imposing their language at an institutional 
level will finally rule the institutional decision-making process, and force the 
others to give up their own language, thereby reducing European linguistic and 
cultural biodiversity drastically. 
But as the number of countries has increased, it has become continually 
more difficult to continue the institutional multilingualism established in 1958. A 
discussion on whether a reduction of the working languages is desirable or not 
has repeatedly taken place, but so far the topic has not been tackled seriously, 
since it is still a highly sensitive issue. Yet the more the EU grows, the more a 
reduction of the working languages becomes urgent, as the interpretation and 
translation services can no longer provide an efficient fully multilingual regime. 
In this chapter I will explore the linguistic practices of the EU institutions. In 
particular I will focus on the emergence of English as the most used working 
language in EU institutions and question whether it is a case of direct 
indiscriminate political domination of the institutional process or whether it is 
due to more practical reasons. In chapter 6 I will also question whether the use 
of English within the EU multilingual community really could bring those who 
speak it some advantages or if, instead, the multilingual community will end up 
taking it over. 
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3.1 What is institutional multilingualism?  
 
The use of languages in supranational institutions has always been a 
sensitive issue in Europe and it is politically controversial,  nowadays it still has 
several symbolic implications. We saw in the previous chapter how especially at 
the beginning of the European integration process, the affirmation of a single 
language in institutional settings would have become the symbol of power and 
inequality and would even have acted as an instrument of political exclusion for 
those who were not mother tongue speakers. If one party had imposed its 
control at the European level, the risk was for the other member states to be 
overwhelmed, especially those with less political influence and power at the 
international level. As a guarantee of the political equality of the member states, 
the constitution of a multilingual management of European institutions was 
established in the Council regulation 1/58  in 1958 ( see annex 1).  
In regulation 1/58  the member-states agreed to select one of their own 
national languages to be one of the “official and working” languages of the 
European supranational institutions1. However, the document did not provide a 
clear definition of “working” and “official” languages, but, in practice, equated 
official and working languages. In particular the expression “working language” 
is highly ambiguous, as it ideally includes all institutional activities and in fact its 
interpretation has been the pretext for various “disputes of a symbolic and 
diplomatic nature” (Gazzola:2003). 
Regulation 1/58 made explicit two cases in which all the languages had 
to be fully mandatory. One is when the institutions have to communicate with a 
member state or its citizens2 outside the institutions. The second case is the 
publication of the Official Journal, documents, treaties and regulations3. The 
institutions have the obligation to publish a version of all documents available in 
all the official languages, as they are informative instruments on outcomes of 
the institutional activities.  
                                                
1 Article1 of Regulation 1/58 
2 Article 2-3  
3 Regulation 1/58 Article 4-5 
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However the exact status of “official languages” and “working languages” 
is not absolutely clear. The “official languages” seem, therefore, to be those 
used to produce legislation and documents and in the interaction between the 
institutions and member state or citizens, while the “working languages” seem 
to be those used to carry out all the internal institutional activities. While the 
cases in which an equal use of the languages was mandatory were established 
univocally, that is, mainly in external communication, no unitary  resolution was 
explicitly taken about multilingualism for internal procedures. It was, instead, 
decided that each institution should decide about its own internal language 
administration1. As we will see, the importance of “language equality” varies 
according to institution. But although multilingualism is a politically sensitive 
issue, it is often left aside for practical reasons. 
When regulation 1/58 was laid down, there were only four “official and 
working languages” (French, that was common to France, Belgium and 
Luxembourg, Italian, German and Dutch). A system was created to implement 
institutional multilingualism where the interpretation and translation services  
allowed the interaction among people from various linguistic communities to 
remain virtually monolingual2. This system prevented the official adoption of one 
commonly shared lingua franca and the reduction of interactions to a single 
working language. 
 
3.2 How does institutional multilingualism work? 
 
The organisation and implementation of multilingualism in the EU 
institutions is entrusted to one the biggest translation and interpretation services 
in the world. They account for at least 16% of the permanent staff of the 
European Union institutions and are organized under distinct “directorates-
general”, with their own different internal structures. 
                                                
1 Article 6 of Regulation 1/58. 
2 Phillipson 2003:106. 
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  Basically each institution has its own internal translation service, but the 
largest one is definitely the Directorate General for Translation of the 
Commission (DGT). This is divided internally into two main sections, one in 
Brussels and one in Luxembourg and employs 1650 permanent translator plus 
550 supporting staff. The translation work is organized in language units, where 
translators are specialized in specific subjects. It was calculated that in 2004 
(before the enlargement), the DGT provided translation for nearly 1300000 
documents. The range of documents translated is very broad as it not only 
includes final legislation and directives which have to be translated into all the 
20 official languages, but also a number of other texts and drafts produced 
along the various steps of the decision-making process. These documents are 
translated only into what they call the “procedural”1 languages, that is, English, 
French and German. Documents that instead have to be submitted to other 
institutions are translated in all the official languages. 
 The interpretation  service is divided into three areas: the internal service  
of the European Parliament, the Directorate general for Interpretation (SCIC)  
within the Commission, and the internal interpretation service of the Court of 
Justice. The interpretation service of the Eu parliament is definitely the biggest 
of the three. It includes 350 permanent interpreters plus 400 free-lancers. The 
interpreters are grouped in language units, and provide interpretation for 
different steps of the decision making process (negotiations of proposals, 
directives, regulations), but basically external official communication. The use of 
this translating and interpretation system has so far been fundamental for the 
stability of the European Union as it has avoided the institutionalisation of a 
commonly shared lingua franca, and thus the risk of promoting one single 
language as the language for Europe. 
 
                                                
1 As it will be seen in the next section, the Commission does not have a well defined internal 
regulation concerning languages. “Procedural languages” means de facto “working languages”, 
but the Commission uses the term “procedural” and avoid the term “working“ as  it would be a 
too delicate political issue to establish English, French and German as its only “working” 
languages.  
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3.3 When and how is institutional multilingualism 
guaranteed?  
 
Several issues have changed since the establishment of institutional 
multilingualism in 1958. For example after the successive enlargements of the 
EU institutional multilingualism went from 4 to more than 20 official languages1 
and language combinations went from 12 to more than 380. The languages of 
the beginning were “big languages” (French, German, English, Italian) in terms 
of number of speakers and linguistic spread and it was thus therefore relatively 
simple to find interpreters and translators who knew those languages  in order 
to assure direct interpretation and translation. But the entry of member states 
with a limited number of mother tongue speakers (such as Finland) brought 
about serious difficulties for the translating and interpreting services. In fact the 
languages of these member states are not so widely known and learned and 
consequently there were serious difficulties to find bilingual servants in all the 
languages combination. A full direct interpretation was no longer possible and 
thus even new forms of linguistic mediation had to be worked out2.  
 As stated in Regulation 1/58, each European institution shall decide its 
own internal linguistic regime, thus there is a different implementation of 
multilingualism depending on the various institutions. The map of institutional 
linguistic regimes is quite complex and variegated and apparently even 
arbitrary. In order to have a more precise meaningful picture of how institutional 
multilingualism works, several significant cross-cutting lines can be identified. 
                                                
1 At present the EU is made up of 25 member states where one or more of their national 
languages are recognized as being an official EU language. The European Union has in total 20 
official languages: Czech, Danish, Dutch, Estonian, English, Finnish, French, German, Greek, 
Hungarian, Italian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Polish, Portuguese, Slovak, Slovene, Spanish 
and Swedish. Irish will become the 21st official language on 1st January 2007, and after the 
entry of Bulgaria and Romania they will go up to 23. (Directorate-General for Translation of the 
European Commission: 2005). 
2 For example the interpreters had to adopt a new interpreting system, that is, the relay-
interpretation system via a third language, generally English, in order to interpret for example 
from Latvian into Finnish. 
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They basically concern the nature and functions of each institution; the nature of 
the activity involved, the addressees and the form of communication. These 
mainly account for the extent to which multilingualism is implemented or 
restricted. 
 Depending on whether the communication is extra-institutional, intra-
institutional or internal, the extent to which multilingualism is implemented varies 
considerably: for extra-institutional communication, all the institutions adopt full 
multilingualism, while for intra-institutional or internal communication, generally 
a reduced number of languages is used. Multilingualism also varies according 
to whether the communication takes an oral or a written form, whether it is 
official or informal, whether it involves administrative, preparatory or executive 
activities. Of course the main discriminant remains the representativeness of 
the institutions. As for example the Parliament and the two Councils are the 
direct and indirect representatives of European citizens, they adhere to a more 
strict and comprehensive multilingualism, while the other institutions, such as 
the Commission, the BCE or the Court of Justice do not.  
  
 37 
 
INFORMAL1 
 
PUBLIC- OFFICIAL 
ADMINISTRATIVE PREPARATORY DECISION-MAKING EXECUTIVE 
 
WRITTEN ORAL WRITTEN ORAL WRITTEN ORAL WRITTEN ORAL 
PARLIAMENT REDUCED (English German, French, Spanish, Italian) but full 
at request  
All official languages 
THE COUNCILS REDUCED (English German, French, Spanish, Italian) but full 
at request  
All official languages 
 
COMMISSION English French German All official 
languages 
English French 
German  
All official languages 
 COURT OF 
JUSTICE 
French / English and French All official languages  
COURT OF 
AUDITORS 
English  / English and French All official languages 
ADVISORY 
BODIES 
English  / English All official languages 
OTHER  EU 
AGENCIES 
English  / English All official languages 
                                                
1 This table contains data taken from Gazzola (2003), Athanassiou (2006), Labrie (1994). 
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The Parliament: 
The majority of the European Parliament’s activities require a full 
implementation of multilingualism. Article 138-139 of its internal Rule of 
Procedures states that the Members of Parliament must have the right to 
express themselves in a language of their own choice (interpretation), and that 
all its internal documents have to be translated into all  the official languages. 
This system applies to all the parliamentary sessions and committee and 
delegation meetings. Even in informal meetings Members of Parliament can 
request full services of translation and interpretation. However, after the 2004 
enlargement, a distinction between public deliberation/plenary sessions and 
committee work has been made and therefore the latter have a somehow 
restricted multilingual functioning in their informal activities. On these occasions 
a reduced number of working languages, the so-called “big languages” for 
communication (in the sense of numerically big), is generally adopted. Thus 
although, Parliamentary activities should be fully multilingual at all levels, 
restrictive practices have lately been adopted in order to make them more 
efficient. 
 
European Council and the Council of Ministers: 
The European Council and the Council of Ministers are made up of 
representatives of the national governments, respectively the heads of states 
and the ministers. As in the Parliament, they tend to have a fully multilingual 
regime in their written and oral activities. However, at a “lower level” a restriction 
on multilingualism occurs again for the informal ministerial meetings and the 
preparatory activities. Here interpretation and translation occur in a limited 
number of languages.  
 
European Commission: 
The European Commission has not adopted any explicit regulation concerning 
its internal linguistic procedure. Nevertheless we can infer from what is stated in 
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its internal translation service brochure1 that it too has adopted a restrictive 
regime of multilingualism as it mainly uses English, French and German for its 
internal procedures and is fully multilingual in its external communication and on 
public occasions. 
 
European Court of Justice: 
The European Court of Justice “consists of one judge from each Member State” 
which “shall be assisted by Advocates-General”. It adopts full multilingualism, 
as each single case is discussed in any of the official languages of the EU. 
However, the internal administration takes place in French.  
 
Court of Auditors: 
The Court of Auditors is mainly an administrative body which goes fully 
multilingual only for external communication and uses a reduced number of 
working languages (French, English and German) for the internal 
administration. 
 
Community advisory bodies: 
The Community bodies which have mainly advisory functions are  the 
Committee of the Regions, the Economic and Social Committee, the European 
Central Bank (ECB). They do not have any explicit internal regulation, except 
the ECB, which works mainly in English. However, all these bodies submit to a 
full multilingual regime for external written communication.   
 
Other EU agencies: 
These tend to have a restricted internal linguistic policy which mainly involves 
two or three languages, generally English, French and German, but mainly 
English. Some of the them, such as the Office for Harmonisation in the Internal 
Market, may use up to six or more languages.  
 
 
                                                
1 “Translating for a multilingual community”, 2005.  
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3.4 The EU institutions and the need of a common lingua 
franca 
 
We saw in the above section that while there is equality of treatment and 
use of all languages as “official languages”, that is, for the writing of treaties, 
laws, official and public reports etc.., there is not an equal use of languages as 
“working languages”. There is in fact the tendency to use only one language in 
informal and administrative procedures in the majority of the EU institutions. 
This seems to indicate the practical need to adopt a single “working language” 
within EU institutions as a sort of “common institutional lingua franca”. Phillipson 
and the ecolinguists argue that the use of a lingua franca is imputable to a 
difference of the political importance of the various member-states and how this 
use favours the mother tongues and is a disadvantage to all the other nationals. 
Phillipson claims that not only is the EU fostering purportedly monolingualism in 
an attempt to create “a single European market economy with monolingualism 
as its medium and ultimate goal”1(2003:108) but also that the use of a single 
working language in EU institutions which is the hearth of European political 
power signals the political leadership of those who speaks it as a mother 
tongue.  
This perspective implies that the EU is a nation-states2 but we have 
already argued in chapter 2 that the EU is a political project completely different 
from the nation-state. In the next section I will consider whether the use of 
English as a lingua franca in the institutions can be really attributed to a political 
leadership of UK or not. In the present section instead, I will discuss what are 
the reasons behind the use of lingua francas in the EU institutions, if this use 
really constitutes a benefit for mother tongue speakers and a hindrance for non-
                                                
1However we have seen in chapter 2 how the main objectives of EU changed in 1992 with the 
Treaty of Maastricht.  
2“The standardisation of national languages was inextricably involved in the consolidation of 
nation- states through the creation of a “unified linguistic market, dominated by the official 
language”. What we are currently experiencing is the beginnings of a unification of a European 
linguistic market” Phillipson 2003:108. 
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mother tongues, whether the multilingualism should be maintained or not and 
why. The question of the institutional lingua franca is much debated and does 
not have a straightforward and simple answer as several issues have to be 
considered. 
The importance of the multilingual management of European 
supranational institutions, that is, of the equal use of all working languages in 
the institutions’ life is enormous. It is a key instrument not only to ensuring 
equality among the member states and their citizens, but above all democratic 
participation into the European political sphere. Multilingualism allows every 
European citizen to communicate and interact with and within the Union’s 
institutions in his/her own language and to enable “people to participate (and 
control) Community life”1. Thus multilingualism becomes “not so much a 
question of guaranteeing an abstract equality between official languages, but 
rather a concrete equality between the people who use these languages” 
(Gazzola:2003). 
This means that the application of multilingualism today assumes not 
only a value of democratic participation but it is also essential to the equality of 
democratic representation, especially in Parliament and the Council. Here all 
languages have to be used as working languages as the members of 
Parliament and the Council have the right to express themselves in their mother 
tongue without the constraint of speaking a foreign language in order to express 
themselves in a fully accomplished and nuanced way and in order to be 
understood by those they represent. The implementation of multilingualism 
assures that any “limitation of the use of languages does not translate into an 
unjustified reduction of the political influence of those who cannot discuss the 
issues in their mother tongue”2.  
But although the European institutions are equipped with a 
comprehensive translation and interpretation service, the reduction of the 
working languages and the unofficial use of lingua francas is a matter of fact, 
especially since the implementation of multilingualism involves more than 20 
                                                
1 Gazzola:2003. 
2 “European Parliament report” in Gazzola 
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different languages and has engendered a number of different problems. Of 
4000 meetings organized every year, only 25% benefit from the interpretation 
facilities.1 If the thorough maintenance of institutional multilingualism had been 
simply a question of organizational nature, such as the lack of time (for example 
for accurate translations) or cost2, then efforts to strengthen its implementation 
should have been an imperative, but beside the administrative and 
organizational problems there are mainly communicative ones.  
When institutional multilingualism was instituted in 1958, it involved only 
four languages. Its implementation was, therefore, realistic and definitely more 
easy than today and it was established that all four languages had to be equally 
used as official and working languages. But even at that time, there was 
widespread use of informal lingua franca, in particular of French so that it was in 
fact the unofficial working language. This means that despite the symbolic 
importance and the efforts made to implement multilingualism (see chapter 2), 
the pragmatic demands and real linguistic use show how the need for a 
common working language within European institutions has existed from the 
very beginning.   
Therefore although multilingualism has always had a symbolic and 
democratic value, lingua francas are actually in use because of more practical 
communicative needs. The use of lingua francas is not an intrinsically unfair and 
inequitable communication as often claimed by ecolinguists. In fact even if the 
right to use one’s mother-tongue is unquestionable and thus that interpretation 
facilities should be used, it would necessary to evaluate whether this 
interpretation-mediated communication is truly more effective and egalitarian 
than communication mediated by a common working language. Paradoxically in 
fact it is often the full implementation of multilingualism that can constitute an 
obstacle to communication and thus to the equality of communication rights. 
However good the translation facilities service may be, difficulties linked to 
                                                
1 Phillipson, 2003:103. 
2 The cost of institutional multilingualism is less than 3 euros per year per citizen (Translating for 
a multilingual community: 2005).  
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precision, speed and style of translation1 arise. Van Els, considering the 
interpretation facilities, claimed how the speaker generally modifies his/her 
linguistic style preferring short and simple sentences and avoiding metaphorical 
expressions and jokes (2005:274) in order to help and facilitate the work of the 
translator. 
Moreover, it is often more difficult to follow a debate that makes use of 
the interpretation facilities than to listen to the speaker directly in his/her mother 
tongue. In fact it happens that if an intervention is made in English (or in another 
lingua franca, i.e. French and German) and the interpretation facilities are 
provided, those who know the language even if they are not mother tongues, 
prefer to listen to the intervention directly without recurring to the interpretation 
facilities. Those who will chose and/or prefer to use the interpretation facilities 
are those who have do not know the language fairly enough to follow the debate 
and in these cases it is crucial to respect multilingualism is crucial.  
Often it happens also that non-native speakers of English, French or 
German decide to make their intervention in one of these languages for the 
same reason, that is, addressing directly the audience, that in the majority of 
cases know the language in question. The speakers know that the majority of 
the audience would be able to follow their intervention better in a language that 
is not their mother tongue than if his/her intervention  is translated from his/her 
mother tongue. Therefore, although the interpretation facilities are available, 
those involved often willingly decide to renounce to them (Loos, 2004:12) Thus 
even if “the interpretation and translation services perform an essential task of 
mediation between the different languages”2, they cannot always assure the 
equality of communication rights among speakers of various languages.  
A frequent ecolinguist claim against lingua franca in institutional activities 
is that “when the groundwork is conducted in a single language, or perhaps two, 
with native and non-native speakers interacting, there is no equality of 
communication rights”3.  But communication using a single working language 
                                                
1 Gazzola (2003) 
2 Gazzola (2003). 
3 Phillipson, 2003:131. 
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would not result in English and French speakers “being at an advantageous 
position when their widely used” as claimed by Phillipson (2005:21), but will 
instead produce a “language handicap”1 not only for non-native speakers, but 
also for the native ones since they would have to the make effort to understand 
and be understood by non-natives. Moreover I would argue with van Els, that an 
extreme reduction would be even preferable than the use of two or three 
working languages. With this language choice, “the imbalance between native 
and non-native speakers”2, will be drastically reduced and thus any risk of 
inequality in communication rights.  
  Another frequent claim against the reduction of working languages in the 
EU institutions comes from Phillipson for whom the enduring “existence of a 
hierarchy of languages in EU institutions, with French and English at the top, 
could mean that the store of value embedded in these languages is treated as 
greater than that of other languages. Concepts from French and English are 
exported to other languages, whereas the flow of ideas in the other direction is 
minimal” (2003:147),  the risk would be obvious especially, he continues, when 
documents are drafted in French and English and then translated. 
  In principle the reduction of working languages would create disparities 
and inequalities among native and non-native speakers participating in the 
decision-making process. Still, if we have a look at the discursive practices of  
the European institutions that involves one or  more working language, we can 
see how the use of common language(s) for communication can bring native 
and non-native speakers to create new shared meanings. In fact Loos analysed 
how texts are produced during preparatory meetings by the advisers of political 
groups in preparation for plenary parliamentary sessions (2004).   
He focused on how those participating in the writing of such documents, 
called “panacea texts”, managed to construct meaning by interacting and how 
meaning was constructed during the interaction and was not unilaterally 
imposed by the native speakers of English over the others. Various nationalities 
are generally present, the advisers who take part know each other well and 
                                                
1 Van Els, 2005:276. 
2 Phillipson, 2003:276. 
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usually speak several languages. Loos attended several meetings where 
various working languages were used (French, English, Spanish, German, 
Italian). Often code-switching occurs during the discussion on the text 
production. The final panacea texts generally present excerpt of the languages 
that were used during the meeting, that is, they are linguistically heterogeneous. 
The lingua francas mainly used are English and French, as they are the most 
known languages by European officials. The panacea texts were partly written 
using both languages but also other languages when these are shared by the 
participants and then  were translated into all the official languages. 
 Other evidence of how new meanings can be constructed  even through 
the reduced use of working languages and through the adoption of a few lingua 
francas could be the so called “Euro-speak”, the jargon used by EU officials and 
people dealing with the EU administrative process. In the last chapter I will 
discuss how it is not just that the “big” languages, in particular English, are 
influencing the other European languages, but that these same “big languages” 
are being babelised by the multilingual community who is using them. 
 A further claim against the adoption of an institutional lingua franca is 
that a single working language could engender the risk of “unilingualism”1, that 
is, the imposition of one voice over the others, in particular for English it is 
claimed that “any decision as such would tie EU institutions more closely to the 
culture of the dominant economic order, and serve to legitimate it”2, i.e. Anglo-
American globalisation3. But such a claim that, therefore, considers the principle 
and maintenance of multilingualism and the use of a lingua franca as being 
mutually exclusive4 at the European institutional level, does not consider how 
the management of political power is fragmented and how the decision making 
process is shared and controlled by all 25 member states on a democratic 
basis.  
                                                
1 Phillipson 2003:147 
2 Ibid. p.151 
3 Ibid. p.147 
4 Loos, 2004:20. 
 46
 In fact the member states opted for an inclusive political procedure, as all 
member states are represented and may participate. Thus even when the 
decision making is filtered through one language, the political practice will 
remain inclusive, since the representatives of all the 25 member states 
participate. The decision-making process in the EU would not be monolingual in 
the sense of “monologic”, that is using one language and expressing a single 
voice, but  it would be “multilogic” in the sense of multilateral, involving different 
voices, different languages and different points of view because it is the 
expression of all the participants and is an inclusive practice of political 
decision-making and thus creates a “multilogic communication”.  
In this multilogic communication, the use of one language does not mean 
assigning a leadership status or prestige to its linguistic community. The 
institutionalisation of a supranational lingua franca would give to the language in 
question not an absolute superior position, but the status of “first among 
equals”. Moreover, as we will see in chapter 6  it would be more likely that the 
language used will be “possessed” by the other 24 parties who will impose their 
influence on it. The question is, if the context is democratic and inclusive in 
practice, where representatives of the 25 different member-states are involved, 
each with an equal status, can the institutional use of a common language be 
an hindrance for diversity? Can it be disruptive for the European Union project 
that has equal member states and peoples? 
 Therefore the adoption of one of the working languages as the only 
lingua franca of EU institutions is not necessarily and automatically dangerous, 
because it emerges from the need of those who works in the institutions 
themselves and is often more functional to an equal communication among 
them. Still there is a important reason why the institutional multilingualism 
should be maintained today, that is that there is not yet a commonly known 
language so that it would make superfluous any interpretation and translation 
facilities. In fact as we will see in chapters 4 and 5 even English which is 
undoubtedly emerging as lingua franca is not yet known by everyone. Thus the 
maintenance of institutional multilingualism is still today fundamental to enable 
those who still do not know the lingua francas (English, French and to a lesser 
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extent German) well enough, to participate to EU institutional communication in 
their mother tongue and subsequently be translated into all the other languages.  
 The adoption of a single working language in EU institutions today is 
therefore subordinated only to the fact that there is not yet an equally and  
homogenously distributed common language in European Union so that anyone 
would need the translation and interpretation facilities to communicate. If 
instead a common lingua franca was known by everyone in Europe  the use of 
a single “working language” would not constitute a discrimination for those who 
do not know it and would not eventually lead to a lack in democratic 
participation and representativeness at European level.  
  
3.5 English in the EU institutions  
 
It is claimed that English speaking communities have a privileged 
position within the EU and that therefore the use of English would be the 
consequence of their political supremacy. For Phillipson this will be clearly 
reflected in the use of the institutional lingua franca that establishes a “pecking 
order of states and languages, currently visible in the shift from French to 
English as the primary working language in the EU institutions”1. The use of 
French remained predominant in EU institutions from 1958 until the mid-1970s, 
due to French being a language common to three of the six founding states 
(France, Belgium and Luxembourg) and being broadly taught in the others. 
Furthermore the main European institutions were set up in Brussels and 
Strasbourg which are mainly French speaking cities2.  But then French was 
supplanted by English.  
Until this shift in the institutional “language hierarchy”, the use of French 
gave rise to perplexity about an equal use of languages in European institutions 
and it was French that was accused of threatening Europe with monolingualism. 
In this case this fear was perhaps justified, especially since, as we said in 
                                                
1 Phillipson 2003: 11-12. 
2 Although Brussels is a bilingual city, the French speaking community is larger than the Flemish 
one.  
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chapter 2, France has always overtly aspired at assuming an uncontested 
leading position in the EU project. For example in his survey on language use in 
the institutions, Labrie remarked how French was the most used lingua franca 
within the EU institutions, even in 19891: 49,3 % of the communitarian 
documents were written in French and then translated into the other 
languages2. Labrie quotes Mitterrand in 1990 when he claimed: “un respect plus 
rigoureux de la langue française: ”Une tendance existe aujourd’hui, écrivait-il, 
dans certains services de la commission, à convoquer des réunions d’experts 
appelés à ne travailler que en anglais. De telle pratiques ne sont pas 
admissibles, et la France continuera de s’y opposer. ( Le monde,19th June 1990 
p.6)   
In institutional settings, the English language was introduced for the first 
time in 1973 when the UK and Ireland entered the EEC. At the beginning it was 
simply one of the languages involved in the multilingual institutional regime, and 
it was not the most used working language. Progressively it has started to 
assume the role of a lingua franca. It was first  used in sectors such as 
economics, technology and science. It overtook French as the institutional 
working lingua franca only in the mid 90s. Today it is definitely the most widely 
used working language in the EU institutions.  
This widespread and ever increasing institutional use of English was 
seen by France as a threat to her own political position within the European 
institutions and as  the rise of the leadership of UK in the EU. If these opinions 
were founded, we should expect an increase in the political power of the 
English speaking communities and particularly UK in the EU  and it should 
change the dynamics and political equilibrium of the European institutions. But 
conversely since the use of English in European institutions has increased, 
there has been a decline in the role of UK in the Union integration process. On 
the occasion of the discussion of the treaty of Maastricht (1994), the UK wanted 
the continuation of the EEC, that is, the only economic cooperation, while as we 
saw in chapter 2, the treaty of Maastricht sanctioned the beginning of the 
                                                
1 “Le français occupe une place privilégiée dans les institutions européennes”. (Labrie, 1994) 
2 Labrie, 1994:249-250 . 
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broader process of political and social integration. Since then the UK has 
progressively abandoned the European political scene. 
Therefore why has English become the most widely used lingua franca in 
Europe? In reality  there is another reason behind this linguistic spread. Since 
the mid-90s a number of “small” linguistic communities joined the EU. These 
were former members of the EFTA (Austria, Denmark, Norway, Portugal, 
Sweden), the European Free Trade Area which was founded in 1960 as a 
British answer to the EEC. The entry of these countries to the EU has made 
English become the most used language for supranational contacts in Europe. 
The EFTA members were a third of  the 15 member-states that composed the 
EU when they joined it. Therefore, it was the numerical weight of the member 
states speaking English as a second or a foreign language more than the 
political weight of the UK that established English as the most used working 
language in the EU institutions.  
The use of English as a lingua franca in the European Union should, 
therefore, be considered more a case of internationalisation, than of linguistic 
imperialism1. The increased use of English is to be attributed to these ex-EFTA 
countries and not directly to the political influence of UK. So the emergence of 
English as a institutional lingua franca does not signal an English leadership. 
Consequently it seems unreasonable to claim that its use in the EU decision-
making process “already positions and will continue position countries having 
English as a majority language in  an ever more special position”2.  
  
                                                
1 Munath :2005. 
2 Maurais, 2003:25. 
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4. EU policies for multilingualism: towards a 
plurilingual citizen 
  
In chapter 2 we saw that the rich linguistic and cultural diversity was not 
to be sacrificed in the constitution of the European nation-states into an political 
and social Union. The right to cultural, linguistic diversity had to be granted at all 
levels of society and so the establishment of institutional multilingualism was 
both a symbolic guarantee for equal political power of the member states as 
well as a concrete guarantee for citizens and European officials of their right to 
speak and to express themselves in their own mother tongues. However, we 
saw in chapter 3 how when the European multilingual community meets it often 
opts to use one single language even in a crucial context such as the EU 
institutions so the need for a commonly shared language is clearly emerging.   
Therefore, the communicative rights of the European citizens seem to be 
at odds with their communicative needs and the European Union is faced with 
an apparent contradiction of the use of languages both in institutions and in 
society. On the one hand it is fundamental for European citizens to have the 
right to use their own language in all different spheres of their social public and 
private lives including the European ones, and the EU has the duty to grant this 
right. On the other hand the more general comprehensive political and social 
process of EU integration is multiplying the contexts where Europeans meet 
and thus producing the development of a supranational communicative sphere 
where only a single language or a few would be known to most, consequently 
fostering the use of a limited number of languages.  
The EU has, therefore, to find a balance in order to ensure democratic 
participation in the common European communicative sphere1 while preserving 
the various European cultures and languages. It has to enable Europeans to 
communicate while preserving their rights to speak and use their own 
                                                
1 Breidbach, 2003:7. 
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languages. How can the EU achieve this objective? Through the constitution of 
plurilingual individuals. 
 
4.1 What is individual plurilingualism? 
 
Individual plurilingualism is the knowledge of two or more foreign 
languages beside one’s own mother tongue. The reasons for plurilingualism are 
manifold. First of all individual plurilingualism is a “participatory ability (…) which 
refers to the development of individual capacities, competences and attitudes”1. 
Second it fosters communication among Europeans as they will learn common 
lingua franca(s) as well as each other’s language. Third it will preserve the 
linguistic diversity of the EU area, as it will not replace EU multilingualism by a 
single common language. The set of languages learned would constitute an 
individual plurilingual repertoire (Beacco:2005), that is, a language 
combination resulting from personal choices and conjugating individual linguistic 
identity, personal communicative needs and the opportunity to participate in all 
the various European communicative spaces.  
Individual plurilingualism is not a mere additional knowledge, i.e. it is not 
polyglottism (Beacco:2005), but is a communicative strategy using different 
linguistic tools, i.e. “the capacity of individuals to use more than one language in 
social communication whatever their command of those languages”2. Therefore 
the communicative potential of a plurilingual individual is greater than that of a 
monolingual one, not only in terms of the number of languages known, but in 
terms of the individual’s communicative competence3 to successfully enter and 
interact in multilingual contexts. In fact plurilingual and monolingual people have 
a different way of communicating, participating and interacting in multilingual 
contexts. Monolinguals are less accustomed to diversity and less able to 
successfully participate in multilingual communication, as they lack the 
experience of it.  Plurilinguals are more cooperative as they experience the use 
                                                
1 Breidbach, 2003: 9.  
2 Beacco:2005. 
3 “This set of skills constitutes the complex but unique competence, in social communication, to 
use different languages for different purposes with different levels of command” (Beacco:2005). 
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and learning of a foreign language. They understand the limits of not 
communicating through their own mother tongue, thus they have the experience 
of difficulty and know how to solve possible clashes in multilingual 
communication.  As the EU integration will involve the multiplication of situations 
where people with different languages and from different backgrounds meet, 
individual plurilingualism will be particularly relevant as it will would favour 
exchanges and reciprocal understanding among EU citizens.  
Individual plurilingualism is also important as the EU project is radically 
changing the traditional political and social communicative spaces in Europe. 
Social communication in the EU is organised at different levels. EU integration 
has created a common supranational space (e.g. the institutions) that has 
added to and not replaced the traditional national dimension. In particular the 
Schengen agreement has opened up the traditional national borders thus 
encouraging cross-border and intra-European mobility and giving a ”different 
meaning to present political boundaries and placing regional disagreements and 
allegiances in a new perspective“ (Beacco, 2005:13). In fact the integration of 
the European political and geographical space has progressively restored the 
importance of the regional, local and subnational spaces1. Therefore European 
citizens will need different languages to be able to participate in the different 
communicative levels: the supranational one (European Union), the national 
one (member-state) and the subnational-local one2 (region).  
The communicative needs of Europeans will, therefore, require several 
linguistic tools. First  Europeans will continue to need their mother tongues to 
participate in the communicative space of their community of origin (regional 
level)3 and their national community (national-member state level). Then they 
will need the knowledge of one or more foreign languages to communicate with  
their “neighbours” (cross-border mobility) as well as with other Europeans. 
                                                
1 “ La construction de l’ Europe ne se feras, non pas l’ Europe des états, mais l’ Europe des 
régions “ Senator Jacques Legendre in Truchot 1994 :93 .  
2 “Plurilingualism refers to a capacity to participate (as a citizen) in politically relevant 
communication in multilingual environments, such as present day Europe” (Breidbach 2003:11). 
3 “La diversité linguistique est tout d’ abord le respect des choix naturels des citoyens et surtout 
le respect des langues maternelles “ Senator Jacques Legendre in Truchot 1994 :93. 
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Finally they will require the knowledge of a language for wider communication 
(the “big” languages) to create and participate in a common supranational 
sphere. In this perspective the  multilingualism and linguistic diversity of the EU  
will not be lost at all.  Within the individual plurilingual repertoire, languages with 
different functions mother tongue(s), foreign languages and lingua franca(s)1 
will thus coexist. 
While “plurilingualism was marginalized by (nation) state formation”2 and 
monolingualism was promoted, the European Union is actively fostering policies 
for a plurilingual education that do not aim at replacing the European linguistic 
diversity by the spread of a single lingua franca, but at establishing the spread 
of diverse language tools in addition to one’s own mother tongue(s). From this 
perspective even the possible spread of monolingualism at European 
supranational level will not impede linguistic diversification at national and sub-
national levels. Moreover, as all European languages will be needed in cross-
border contacts3 and even minority ones for intra-European mobility, these 
languages  will continue to be learned, taught and even spread.  
 
4.2 The actions taken by EU institutions to develop 
plurilingualism  
 
The EU has pursued the objective of promoting language learning among 
Europeans since the constitution of the first economic communities in the 50s. 
The very first action dates back to 1954, when a “European cultural convention“ 
was held to encourage reciprocal language knowledge. The members of the 
ECSC (see chapter 2) mutually engaged in  encouraging “the study by its own 
                                                
1 “ Aide la personne a développer une identité plurilingue, en facilitant la coexistence pacifique 
des langues véhiculaires, nationales,supranationales et la diversité linguistique.  Les langues en 
contact peuvent être langues de coopération plus que langages rivales qui se disputent cet 
espace“. (Beacco, Byram 2003 :49)  
2 Beacco, 2005: 13. 
3 “Language policies are bearing fruits in mixed-contact areas, as they are encouraging the 
acquisition of both majority and minority languages”  (Beacco, 2005:13) 
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nationals of the languages, history and civilisation of the other Contracting 
Parties”1. 
In 1954 only the process of economic integration had started and  was 
limited to the sole European Community of Steel and Coal. This mutual 
commitment to improve the knowledge and familiarity with each “contracting 
party” aimed at “re-building Europe on the basis of a good understanding 
between France and Germany”2smoothing the relationships among European 
nations, especially France and Germany, who had been the main opponents 
during the second world war. Even since that time, the main idea behind 
promoting “the languages, history and civilisation of the other Contracting 
Parties” has been to foster tolerance through language and cultural awareness 
of the plurilingual citizens. No concrete action has, however,  ever been carried 
out and the “European cultural convention” has really remained only a 
declaration of intentions. The spread of languages have, for a long time, been 
instrumental to work and merely oriented to facilitate workers’ mobility in the 
European area, rather than as a serious means for building European society.  
But from the beginning of the 90s, language learning and teaching have 
become more and more important for the European Union. In particular since 
the treaty of Maastricht the EU institutions have promoted and funded an 
increasing number of actions and projects aimed at fostering European mobility 
and language learning3. At the very beginning the member states limited the 
domains of the EEC to economic matters and not to culture, language policy 
and education. When a broader integration was proposed with the Maastricht 
treaty, the range of decision-making of institutions  expanded to other aspects 
of European society. Thus the member states decided to give a coordinating 
role to the supranational institutions in the domains of education, culture and 
professional training. The main domain of intervention of institutions was in 
                                                
1  Beacco, J.C. and Byram M. 2003:32. 
2  “ Il s’ agissait de reconstruire une Europe fondée sur la bonne compréhension entra la France 
et l’ Allemagne “ Legendre in Truchot 1994:92. 
3 “Europeans should become plurilingual and intercultural citizens, able to interact with other 
Europeans in all aspects of their lives”, Neuer 2001:9.  
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assisting and developing language teaching1 however they merely supported 
and complemented the national policies for language education, while they did 
not intervene on the contents, programs, timetables and curricula organization.  
Among the numerous programs funded by the EU institutions, perhaps 
the most famous is Socrates. This project involves several different “actions” 
aimed at promoting exchanges and language learning for different categories of 
citizens at the European level. The very first program was the “Lingua action”, 
which started in 1990 and aimed at awakening EU citizens’ opinion to the 
importance of language teaching and learning, then the “Comenius action” 
encouraged teachers mobility and training at primary and secondary education 
level,  “Erasmus action” involved University students and the “Grundtvig action” 
was addressed to adults. In the following years, the EU has also added 
exchanges in the fields of vocational training (the Leonardo project) and 
voluntary service. Both these projects not only have linguistic knowledge as a 
prerequisite, but also aim at stimulating and improving further linguistic 
competence by providing language courses. 
 The multiplication of language learning activities is a clear sign of the 
importance that the model of the plurilingual citizen is acquiring for the future of 
European society. Recently, two annual European council meetings, Lisbon 
2000 and Barcelona 2002, further asserted the crucial value of plurilingualism. 
In 2000 the European Council agreed to carry out the so-called “Lisbon 
strategy” which expressed the commitment of member states to directing their 
efforts to developing a European society and economy based on knowledge, 
the “European Learning society”. Language skills were claimed to be crucial for 
this objective, as they would facilitate the students’ and workers’ mobility thus 
enhancing the flow of knowledge, information and innovation. In 2002 the 
European Council insisted on the same objective and, in particular, underlined 
the need for Eu citizens to learn at least two foreign languages besides the 
mother tongue from a very early age. Here the minority and regional languages 
and not only  the national ones were also included in the category “mother 
tongue”. The Council also proposed a “lifelong language learning” strategy and 
                                                
1 Truchot,1998:1. 
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the promotion of  individual plurilingualism has become one of its main 
objectives since then. The European institutions, in particular the Commission 
and the Councils, fund numerous studies about the language teaching and 
learning situation in Europe and invest  in analyses such as “The guide for 
development of language education policies in Europe” (Beacco-Byram:2003) 
and  instruments to support and guide the various member states in the choice 
and planning of their language education. 
Neuer identifies three main objectives behind  the EU institutions’ policies 
for  the spread  of plurilingualism. The first one is a “pragmatic objective”, that 
is, plurilingualism will facilitate the European citizen’s “private and professional 
mobility” within the European space and the “exchange of ideas”. The second is 
an “intercultural objective”, that is, plurilingualism will encourage “overcoming 
prejudices and developing mutual interest and tolerance among European 
citizens”. And finally it has a  “socio-political objective”, that is, it ”serves to 
protect and support the rich heritage of linguistic and cultural diversity as a 
source of mutual enrichment” (2002:8-9). 
 The spread of individual plurilingualism should thus solve the 
communication contradictions in the EU. On the one hand it should protect 
minority languages, and preserve multilingualism. On the other hand it would 
guarantee European citizens acquisition of appropriate linguistic instruments to 
communicate and participate in the EU supranational sphere and to control the 
political and institutional activities and ensure democratic participation at the 
European level. Furthermore, it will help to increase citizens mobility and 
cultural and educational exchanges and foster tolerance and reciprocal 
understanding. From this perspective English as a lingua franca will not 
necessarily constitute a threat for EU multilingualism  and so I would agree 
with Beacco who says “even if communication in Europe eventually took place 
in a single lingua franca, it is by no means certain that this “supra-language” 
could thereby become a language for identification, because long-standing 
national and regional identities pre-exist to it” (2005:9).  
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4.3 Languages in European educational system 
 
 In 2005 the Commission presented a report called Eurydice on the 
teaching and learning of languages in the European Union. I will now present 
some of its results in order to assess whether the present day situation of 
language education is effectively pursuing the European objectives of 
developing plurilingualism or not. In general we will see how the future 
perspective of an integrated European society has influenced the policies on 
foreign language learning that are changing rapidly under the influence of the 
EU suggestions.   
 The picture of the teaching of foreign languages in the EU is quite 
variegated, even so there are some general trends that can be recognized. 
Learning at least one foreign language during compulsory education is 
mandatory today in nearly all EU member states1. The study of the first foreign 
language is introduced in nearly all European member states from primary 
school2. The age at which the first foreign language starts to be taught varies 
from 3 years old in Spain to 11 years old in the UK3. The age of learning a 
foreign language has sensibly diminished since the mid 70s when it was 11-12 
years in 1974 (except multilingual countries such as Belgium, Malta and 
Luxembourg, where the age was around 4-64). Today the age has progressively 
diminished in all EU area and some pilot projects are testing the possibility of 
lowering the age to 2  and 1/2 years (Spain and Austria5). 
 Most member states give the possibility to their pupils to learn at least 
two foreign languages during compulsory education, but some, such as Italy, 
UK and Ireland do not provide this opportunity, while only a few make it 
                                                
1 The Eurydice report  is based on pools and data collected in 2002/3. In that period the 
teaching  of a foreign language was not a compulsory subject at school only in Ireland and 
England. (2005:24).  
2 Ibid.p.10. 
3 Ibid.p.24. 
4 Ibid.p.29. 
5 Ibid.p.32. 
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compulsory at least for one year1. Another element that varies greatly is the 
amount of time dedicated to language learning both in terms of number of the 
hours per week and of the years of teaching. The number of hours per year 
varies from nearly 50 (Poland) to more than 300 (Luxembourg)2. The number of 
hours per year is also proportional to the numbers of years spent in teaching the 
foreign language. Therefore those member state that allocate more hours to the 
teaching of languages in their curricula are also those who teach the language 
longer. The teaching of languages goes from 11 years (Malta) to 5 (the French 
community in Belgium ) for a European average of 7 years3.  
 Besides these specific differences, there are some more general trends 
about the range of languages taught and their compulsoriness. The most 
striking figure concerns the range of languages taught: 95% is limited  only to 
English, French, German, Spanish and Russian4. Among these languages 
English emerges as the most widely learned and taught both at primary and 
secondary level: Eurydice’s statistics calculate that it has been learned by 90% 
of the pupils in secondary school in the EU, even when it was not compulsory. 
English is, however, mandatory in almost every member state and is the 
language learned for the longest time.  
The choice of second language is generally French or German and often 
they are compulsory. Other European languages, such as Flemish, Swedish 
etc, are made available as second foreign language options when these 
languages are spoken in neighbouring countries (i.e. Portuguese in Spain or 
Norwegian in Finland). Therefore, from these results it emerges clearly that 
while there is a certain homogeneity concerning the choice of the first foreign 
language taught, the range of other languages learned during compulsory 
schooling in the EU is not very varied.  
 
                                                
1 Ibid.p.31. 
2 Ibid.p.72. 
3 Ibid.p.74. 
4 Ibid.p.12 “Pupils thus appear to opt for learning more widely used languages” 
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4.3.1  Market forces in language policies: the case of English in the EU 
 
The above report shows that the English language has acquired a 
special position in the European curricula. If we consider its enormous spread it 
will most likely be the future lingua franca of the EU. As we said, the EU 
institutions does not have the power to enforce the use of a particular language 
in the member states curricula and, as we saw in chapter 3, the use and spread 
of English in European institutions is mainly due to the entry of ex EFTA 
members and it is not a political imposition on the part of English speaking 
countries. Therefore, the use of the English language is not a consequence of 
the rise of an English speaking leadership in the EU.  
Behind this widespread presence and compulsoriness of English in 
language education there is another reason, that is, the massive financial 
investment in the teaching of this language since the end of the 80s. We 
pointed out how, since the Scheghen agreement was signed, contacts among 
the various European linguistic communities have been facilitated and even 
encouraged. The number of member states joining the EU has increased 
significantly and, consequently, the number of languages involved in European 
multilingual contexts has risen. Therefore, the possible rise of a lingua franca 
has become quite easily foreseeable and imaginable.   
And, in fact, the spread and promotion of the English language in Europe 
was driven by a precise calculation after an attentive analysis of the linguistic 
needs of a multilingual and integrated European society made up of  25-30 or 
even 50 member states. NELLE (Networking English Language Learning in 
Europe) is an association for the promotion of the English languages that 
collaborates with the British Council. Its chairman Michael Goethals stated  
explicitly the intentions, the working, aims and function of NELLE in an article 
published in “World Englishes” in 1997: 
 “NELLE was founded in 1988 as a fairly informal initiative to prepare for the 
1992 European Union, a Europe without boundaries, with attention focused on the 
position of English as an international language, as a lingua franca, as a means of 
international communication. In the meantime it has grown into a network of 
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considerable importance1. The aim of NELLE is “the role of English in a united 
Europe”2  and its objective is  “to develop awareness of English as a supplementary 
international language of communication in Europe”3. The planning for English to 
become the European lingua franca has, therefore, been driven by foreseeing 
the needs of a European multilingual society. Therefore English as the 
European Union lingua franca includes incredible economic profit: “English for 
business was business for English”4. As Pennycook claimed, the spread of 
English cannot be considered “natural”5 because it is not the result of “inevitable 
global forces”6 (1994:9) but was promoted by colonialism first (see introduction) 
and is mainly promoted by economic interests today as we have seen in the 
case of EU. However it can be considered “beneficial”7 because the 
communicative potential of English for the European Union cannot be easily 
dismissed or undervalued.  
The spread and the promotion of English as a lingua franca has been so 
massively supported until it has “saturated“ the European linguistic market. Its 
spread has reached a sort critical-mass that makes the demand self-sustaining 
and that will hardly diminish in the future8. The level and depth of the linguistic 
spread reached by English and the European Union’s real need of a common 
lingua franca will probably make the trend almost irreversible. But still English is 
not substituting the national and regional languages in the EU member states 
curricula, it is being placed by their side.  
 
 
                                                
1 Goethals,1997:1. 
2 Ibid.p.5 
3 Ibid. 
4 Phillipson-Skutnabb-Kangas 1997 
5 Pennycook 1994:9 
6 Ibid.  
7 Ibid.  
8 Unlike its future as “global lingua economica” which is said /foresee, it would be taken up by 
Chinese 
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4.4 The results of EU policies for language education 
 
From the results of the Eurydice survey, it would seem that the EU 
institutions’ aims of developing individual plurilingualism have not been reached. 
The objective of learning two foreign languages besides one’s own mother 
tongue has been at present attained in only a limited number of member states. 
And even the teaching of a common EU lingua franca is not  homogeneously 
distributed throughout  the EU area. In fact even though the teaching of English 
as a first foreign language is compulsory and early in the majority of member 
states, the amount of hours and years dedicated to it and the level of teaching is 
not homogeneous.  
As far as the knowledge of a common lingua franca will encourage the 
participation of the civil society in European institutional and political life, it 
should become part of the basic educational literacy skills of Europeans and be 
equally known by every European citizen as well as their own mother tongue. 
English has not spread enough to grant the right of comprehensive democratic 
participation and representation. This is also one of the main reasons why 
English cannot be seriously promoted as the only working language of the 
institutions today. 
 There is  not only a non-equitable distribution of a common lingua franca, 
there is also a tendency to not make compulsory or diversify enough the 
teaching of a second foreign language which is mainly French and German and 
so rarely includes other European languages especially minority languages. 
This impedes an equal promotion of all the European languages and cultures 
which was a primary objective for building of the future European society. In 
particular minority languages will not be much learned beyond their national and 
regional territory.  
 Moreover, if the teaching of the second foreign language is neither 
compulsory nor diversified, this could risk producing bilingualism instead of 
plurilingualism and this could even create “asymmetrical bilingualism”1. This has 
been the case of Denmark, where  English was taught as a foreign language 
                                                
1 See chapter 2 
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but created a diffuse state of bilingualism and ended up being in conflict with 
Danish, the national language in some of its domains of use as in university 
education1. 
 However, as long as the EU institutions do not have a definite legislative 
power or a binding authority on cultural and linguistic matters, the planning of 
the language curricula and its contents will be decided by single member states. 
Thus both the spread of a European lingua franca and plurilingualism are 
ultimately the responsibility of the member states and not of the European 
institutions. The fact that European member states have not attained the goal of 
plurilingualism so far is due to various reasons. It is generally not due to a lack 
of political will but to a lack of funding, lack of money and investments in public 
education and often to “the lack of qualified teachers for other languages”2. The 
problem seems to rest in the member states not being willing to entrust more 
power and responsibility, i.e. a more consistent budget, to the EU institutions in 
the domains of education, language and culture. If this is the case, the goal of 
individual plurilingualism as well as the spread of a common lingua franca could 
perhaps be pursued through more effective and accurate policies.  
 However, the importance of the EU institutions cannot be undervalued. 
They are important influential actors that intervene in language policies (macro-
actors) who privilege individual plurilingualism (Truchot:1998) and sustain the 
importance of multilingualism. EU institutions have an important role in orienting 
social behaviour and public opinion. In another survey issued by the EU 
Commission, the Eurobarometer 2005 “Europeans and their languages”, 
several interesting issues emerge. For example a majority of Europeans are 
already able to hold a conversation in a language different from their own 
mother tongue3, meaning that they have effectively changed their “monolingual” 
habits in favour of plurilingualism. It emerges too that the majority of EU citizens 
share the “principles behind the Commission’s multilingualism policies”4, that is, 
                                                
1 Phillipson (2003) 
2  Eurydice, 2005:12 
3 Eurobarometer, 2005:2. 
4 Eurobarometer, 2005:53-54. 
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the importance of language learning, the equality of languages and 
consequently the importance of protecting minority and regional languages. 
Moreover Europeans agree with the EU objectives of plurilingualism, and with 
an early learning of foreign languages.  
 At the moment it seems that the politics for language education of 
European member states are strongly driven by market forces. Phillipson claims 
how the risk behind laissez-faire in language policy and the role of market 
forces could even result in monolingualism spreading at all levels of European 
society, not only at institutional ones. However, it seems to me that although 
European integration has contributed to developing and spreading languages 
especially English for communication at  European supranational level and the 
European institution and their language policies have counterbalanced the 
market forces in attributing a strong political value to linguistic and cultural 
diversity, thereby giving new boost to the practices of plurilingualism against the 
practices of monolingualism. In a way we can say that while monolingualism 
was the linguistic “ideology” of the nation-state, multilingualism is the real 
linguistic “ideology“ of the European Union.   
 So far we have shown how English does not constitute a real risk for 
European multilingualism as it does not correspond to an English speaking 
leadership and how the importance of multilingualism and its monitoring by the 
EU institutions has guaranteed that a common language (English or any other 
language) has not replaced the mother tongues in the EU that was instead 
frequent in nation-states. The vitality of the national and local language depends 
mainly on attentive and careful language planning by the various EU member 
states. Still “as long as each state continues to support its own language in the 
schools and the courts, in national politics and the administration, English, even 
though widely used does not represent an acute threat”(de Swaan 2005:387). 
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5. The use of English in Europe: a lingua franca?  
 
In the present chapter my interest will be to question Phillipson and the 
ecolinguists’ assumption (see the introduction) that the actual use of English by 
European non-native speakers and the influence of Anglo-American cultural 
products in Europe have been substituting and “curtailing other languages1”. 
Phillipson argues that “English may be seen as a kind of linguistic cuckoo, 
taking over where other breeds have historically nested and acquired territorial 
rights” (2005:4) and that it “is increasingly occupying space that earlier was the 
prerogative of other national languages”2, that is, threatening EU 
multilingualism. 
In the previous chapter we introduced individual plurilingualism, that is, a 
common lingua franca, the mother tongue and one or more foreign languages 
(see 4.1) as the set of languages that the future EU citizens will have to know in 
order to participate in the supranational, national and subnational 
communicative spaces of the integrated EU. In this framework, the lingua franca 
and the foreign languages will be learned and used in addition to one’s own 
mother tongue not substitute nor replace it, so they will have a complementary 
role. These languages would have therefore different roles and different 
domains of use. This difference can be explained with the distinction between 
“language for identification” and “language for communication” (House, 
2003:556).  
The mother tongue is a “language for identification” while the lingua 
franca and the other foreign languages learned are “languages for 
communication”. The former is a language “to transmit thoughts, feelings, 
knowledge- and ultimately culture”3. It is used in every domain of society 
especially in education, cultural production, socialisation, administration, politics 
                                                
1 Pennycook 1994:14. 
2 Phillipson:2003. 
3 Munath 2005:145. 
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etc... and it is the language “of the immediate expression of the self and of the 
personal individual identity”1.  
 A “language for communication” is instead an instrumental language, 
used in a transactional way “enabling communication with others who do not 
speak one’s own L1”2.  A lingua franca is a language for communication used in 
all those international multilingual interactions where the participants do not 
share a common mother tongue. The other languages learned would generally 
be languages for communication (e.g. regional, local) depending on the needs 
and personal choices of everyone. The EU citizen will therefore use both the 
lingua franca and the foreign languages to communicate with people from a 
linguistic community different from his/her own while he/she will use the mother 
tongue to communicate within his/her linguistic community.   
Because English is used by non-native speakers with a certain 
“functional flexibility” and above all because of “its spread across many different 
domains”3 it is claimed that it cannot just be considered a lingua franca, as its 
use and influence are far more pervasive. For example Phillipson claims that: 
 “The dominance of English in contemporary Europe can constitute linguistic 
imperialism if other languages are disadvantaged, and are being learned and used in 
subtractive ways. This is one of the worries in commerce, science, culture, and the 
media in continental Europe, with domain loss as a symptom of linguistic imperialism” 
(2005:162).  
To claim that English is producing domain loss in “commerce, science, 
culture and the media” implies that English is not only used at European level 
as a lingua franca, but also at national and regional level instead of mother 
tongues in all these domains. However Phillipson considers the spread of use 
and the spread linguistic influence as they were exactly the same phenomenon. 
This is a quite misleading approach because for example, as we will see, the 
domains of use where, according to Phillipson, phenomena of domain loss take 
place are not all domains of use of the English language, but some are just 
domains of influence. Therefore, in order to assess the dimension of the 
                                                
1 Beacco 2005:13. 
2 House: 2003, 559. 
3 House 2003. 
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linguistic influence of English upon the other European languages it is 
necessary first to make a distinction between the domains of use and the 
domains of influence of the English language.  
To establish whether English is really substituting the use of other 
European languages we should answer to the following questions: What are the 
domains of use of English and what instead the domains of influence? Who use 
it? When? How  often? How extensive is the influence of English? Although at 
present there is not an broad set of data on the use of English in Europe, I will 
nevertheless try to answer through the analysis of the 2005 Eurobarometer 
data1. But before I will present a list (table1) of what are generally referred to as 
the domains of the spread of the English language not only at European but 
also at a more general international level 
 
                                                
1 The Eurobarometer surveys are commissioned by the EU institutions in order to evaluate the 
orientation of public opinion on European matters. The Eurobarometer in question is that on 
“Europeans and their languages” that was primarily concerned with charting and assessing the 
use of foreign languages by the European citizens.  
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DOMAINS1 DOMAINS OF USE OF ENGLISH BY 
NON-NATIVE SPEAKERS 
DOMAINS OF INFLUENCE OF 
ENGLISH  
ECONOMY  
(TRADE, 
BUSINESS, 
FINANCE) 
Working language of international 
organisations and conferences. 
International banking, economic 
affairs and trade. 
Transnational companies 
(Company language, applied 
research, manufacturing, 
management, marketing ). 
Technology transfer. 
There is an direct influence of 
English in these domains when 
English native speakers 
participate. 
 
SCIENCE Scientific publications and scientific information. 
Communication among scientists. 
ADVERTISING Branding 
Shop-signs 
Advertising for the global brands 
 
CULTURE Lingua franca in film-making.  Audio-visual cultural products 
(e.g. films, TV, popular music). 
Media. Education (compulsory 
and higher)2. 
OTHER International tourism (e.g. 
museums). 
International law. 
Relay language in interpretation. 
European supranational 
institutions3. 
Internet communication. 
 
Contact phenomena (Anglicisms). 
International safety and 
communication (planes, trains 
and metro stations). 
Labels, instructions in products 
for international markets. 
Table1 
                                                
1This list is provided on the basis of data contained in Graddol (1997-8); Truchot (1997,2003), 
Phillipson (2003), Crystal (1997: 78-112).  
2 For an analysis of the use of English in this domain see chapter 4. 
3 For an analysis of the use of English in this domain see chapter 3. 
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5.1 The knowledge of English 
 
The first thing to assess in order to verify whether English is substituting 
or not other European languages is the knowledge of English in Europe, how 
many people know English and above all how well.  
 
Most known languages1 Percentages 
English 40% 
French 14% 
German 14%, 
Russian 6% 
Table 2 
 
 Very good2 Good Basic 
English 22% 47% 30% 
German 17% 42% 39% 
French 15% 39% 46% 
Spanish 17% 35% 47% 
Table 3 
                                                
1 The question was :“Which languages do you know well enough to have a conversation, 
excluding your mother tongue”? P.12 Apart from the countries where it is one of the official 
languages ( FR, BE, LU) or where it is the first foreign language learned ( UK, 18% and Ireland 
15%), French had only 9,3 %. German had higher scores in the countries neighbouring 
Germany and Austria and Russian had higher scores in the ex-URSS countries. 
2 “What language do you know well enough to have a conversation?” This question aimed at  
Europeans self-assessing their language skills. The majority of Europeans rated them as “good” 
or “very good”. In particular 67% of the respondents said their knowledge of English was “good” 
or “very good”. 56% claimed they were able to hold a conversation in a language other than 
their mother tongue. The scores varied greatly depending on the member state. Europeans from 
multilingual countries (e.g. Luxembourg) and countries of “small” languages (e.g. Finland) were 
more proficient in foreign languages than the member states who had the “big-languages” ( 
France 51%, Spain 44%, Portugal 42%, Italy 41%, UK 38%, Ireland 34% ). 
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 The 2005 Eurobarometer confirms that English is the most widely known 
foreign language in EU (table1) and that proficiency in this language is quite 
commonly spread (table2). However the figures have increased compared with  
the 2001 Eurobarometer, still less than 40 % of the Europeans claimed to 
know English and 30% of which claimed to have a basic knowledge. The 
results of the “spread of English” appear not to be so far reaching and because 
only a minority of  European citizen actually knows the language it seems 
difficult to justify a broad “linguicist” action of English as claimed by ecolinguists.  
 
5.2 The frequency of use of English 
 
Another important thing to consider is how often is English used. Here is 
a table showing how often the European citizens declared to use a foreign 
language in EU. 
 
 
Almost1 
everyday 
Often but 
not daily 
Occasionally (e.g. on travel trips 
abroad) or with people from other 
countries 
English  12% 11% 17% 
German 3% 3% 7% 
French 2% 3% 8% 
Spanish 1% 2% 5% 
Table 4 
 
Although languages are considered important by Europeans, their 
frequency of use in the EU is definitely modest. As expected English is the 
language most often used, but even so only 12% of the respondents claimed to 
use it on a daily basis. Peaks on a frequent use of English are registered in 
Denmark, Malta and the Netherlands (40%). This data provides further 
important evidence that the use of English is not as widespread as it is 
                                                
1 How often do you usually use…? 
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apparently supposed to be. In fact, how can a language known by 40% of the 
population and that is used “almost every” day by only 12% be considered a 
realistic threat to the use of other languages?  
 
5.3 The domains of use of English 
 
The next table presents the domains in which European citizens claimed 
to use the English language. It emerges that English is effectively used in a 
restricted number of contexts that seems to exclude that English is used as a 
language for identification. 
 
On holidays abroad1 42% 
Watching TV/ films/ listening to the radio 26% 
Conversation at work (face-to-face or by telephone) 25% 
Communicating with your friends 25% 
On the internet 23% 
Reading a book or newspaper 21% 
Reading at work 16% 
Writing e-mails at work 15% 
Travelling abroad 10% 
While studying 8% 
None of these 7% 
Other situations 3% 
Table 5 
    
From this table results that the use of English is thus concentrated in a 
few restricted domains especially if compared to table 1. The domain where 
European claimed they make active and consistent use of English is tourism 
                                                
1 When do you regularly use the first foreign language? This question aimed at  assessing the 
domains of use of the first foreign language known by the respondents, therefore, the 
percentages presented in this table are calculated for the English language. 
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(42%) and travel (10%). These domains of use of the English language are 
those most affected by integration at European level and by internationalisation 
at a more global level. Again surprisingly English is not used so extensively and 
moreover if we consider that travelling and tourism are transitory activities, it is  
even more difficult to claim the use of English in these domains as pervasive 
and replacing the other national languages. Here English is used to look for 
“food, hotels, directions, information of various sorts”1. 
English is used to a lesser extent when working2. The extent and range 
of activities performed included conversation (25%), reading (16%) and writing 
(15%). Again the percentages are scarce if we think that English is claimed by 
ecolinguists to substitute the use of the other European languages. Perhaps the 
most emblematic case would be the use of English as a lingua franca in 
supranational European institutions (see chapter3). Another example is the use 
of English in transnational companies. These companies are the most evident 
outcome of internationalisation as they are less rooted and identified with a 
nation. Here English is used to allow linguistic contacts in multilingual contexts. 
But even in this kind of firms, the multilingual contexts in which English is 
effectively used are restricted to the situations in which a multilingual staff have 
to work together. This happens usually at top managerial level and when the 
administrative officers have to interact with offices in different countries. 
Therefore there is a more extensive use of English at a “horizontal level” (e.g. 
relations between head office and the various branches)3, while the local 
administration (“vertical level”4) makes a much more extensive use of the local 
languages than English. So as the management counts for more or less 10% of 
the whole staff, there is a very restricted use of English even within 
transnational companies.  
                                                
1Munath 2005:145. 
2The domain watching TV, films…(26%) will be considered later as a case of language 
influence. 
3 Truchot P13 “key aspects of the use of English in Europe”. 
4 Ibid. 
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As we said in chapters 2 and 3 European Union integration will 
increasingly involve more aspects of the European economy and so not only 
transnational companies, but also smaller national companies will increase their 
“intra-European” contacts. Therefore, as the ecolinguists expect, the use of 
English for communication in trade and commerce would increase in the future 
until economy (and consequently finance) may become an English-only domain 
of EU society. 
 But, as the Commission has recently reaffirmed, the sole knowledge of 
the English language is not enough to contribute to a flourishing European 
market. The knowledge of languages other than English is essential for the 
competitiveness of the EU economy. As a European Commission enquiry in 
2005 observed, several European companies have been losing many 
commercial opportunities because they are not speaking the language of their 
clients1. Thus the knowledge of European languages other than English is 
becoming crucial even in trade and commerce and the other languages will be 
assets in future professional life and thus acquire a certain “market value”. 
While English is used in the workplace and contexts involving multilingual 
contacts, it is more likely that other languages will be preferred in bilateral 
commerce and trade and, of course, for internal market. Thus English in the 
field of commerce/economy is primarily used and needed as a lingua franca 
among nationals speaking various mother tongues. Even so this does mean 
that it will replace the other European languages completely.  
Moreover it is difficult to imagine that English-only communication takes 
place even in international workplaces. In fact when I attended to the working 
activities of two NGO groups in Brussels, BEUC and IFAW (see also chapter 6) 
I acknowledged other languages were used beside English. In both BEUC and 
IFAW the in-house language for the working activities was English. But in other 
informal moments such as the lunchtime, coffee-break or other, it was 
interesting to note that nearly everyone spoke a language other than English. 
The languages that were used for communication were generally the mother 
                                                
1 The 2005 Commission communication on multilingualism.  
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tongue and/or the second foreign language, that is, the communication involved 
also the other languages known and not only English. 
 
5.4 The domains of influence of English  
 
We will now consider the influence of English that was under the section 
“culture” in table 1 and that was quoted as the second domain of language “use” 
by Europeans in table 5, i.e. audiovisual, cultural and media production. 
(Watching TV/ films/ listening to the radio:26% and reading books and 
newspaper: 21%). Phillipson claimed tout-court that the fields of media and 
culture were subject to domain loss (see above). However we should make a 
distinction between the use and production in these two fields in order to 
establish the extent and nature of the linguistic influence of English over the 
European languages. 
 In fact if non-native speakers use English as a means of cultural 
production, this will imply that domain loss is possible. Apart from a very few 
cases, however, the use of English in the production of cultural products by 
non-native European speakers is practically non existent. One example of 
cultural production by non-native speakers are the musicians who translate or 
directly compose their music in English in order to reach a wider international 
audience. However, this trend is not as widespread as it may apparently seem. 
In fact the trend is today in the domain of pop-music, to adapt to local 
languages, cultures and values by generally keeping the tune, but adapting and 
localising the contents1. Another example of the use of English in media/cultural 
production in the use in advertising and branding, however I wonder whether it 
seriously constitute a case of domain loss and how deep its influence may be 
since the nature of advertisements is transitory. 
The “spread” of English in the domains of culture is more linked to the 
reception of native speaker products by the European audience than of effective 
production in the English language. The contact with the English language in 
the domain of culture is caused by a high “penetration rate of American cultural 
                                                
1 Graddol (1997). 
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goods into the international market”1, although the consumption of English-
speaking culture, media, pop music etc does not mean that local languages are 
not being used or substituted. It “only” implies a case of language contact and of 
passive linguistic influence.  
Therefore in order to assess  whether English is dangerous for the vitality 
of European languages in the domains of media and culture the question would 
be “How pervasive is the linguistic influence derived from the widespread 
consumption of American cultural goods and products?” For example films 
depend on the fact that they are dubbed, sub-titled or voiced-over2. Thus  a film  
which is only dubbed or seen in the original version would make more linguistic 
impact than the dubbed version of the same film. Still it is interesting to note 
how the domains ”Watching TV/ films/ listening to the radio” and “Reading a 
book or newspaper”  in the 2005 Eurobarometer were claimed to be chosen as 
learning methods by respondents. In fact “Teaching myself by reading books” 
(13%); “Teaching myself by using audiovisual material” (10%); “By watching 
films in original version” (10%); “Watching TV listening to the radio” (9%) are 
claimed to be the methods used to learn or improve language skills. However 
their usefulness as a learning method is claimed to be inefficient (respectively 
2%,2%, 2% and1%). Therefore, it is perhaps reasonable to claim that passive 
contact with the English language through cultural goods such as film, pop 
music and books is not so pervasive in terms of their transformational impact on 
the other languages. 
Perhaps one of the most evident and immediate results of the spread of 
the use of English language is the great number of Anglicisms and borrowings 
and loan words, especially in the domains such as the “media, advertising, life 
style, youth culture”. We saw in the introduction that according to Thomason 
when languages enter into contact, change is the most common result. The 
most common kind of change is linguistic influence. The result of the linguistic 
                                                
1 Truchot 1997:69. 
2 Truchot 2002:18. 
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influence depends on the intensity1, extent and kind2 of language contact. 
Ecolinguists claim that Anglicisms and borrowings are signs of the supposed 
“linguicism” of English at the expense of the EU languages3. Although forms of 
language death exist as cases of extreme language change, Thomason claims 
that this “linguistic route to language death”  is “a very rare one as far as we 
know” and  “occurs when the speakers of a threatened language…replace more 
and more of their original language’s structure until at last it retains only some 
vocabulary and a few structural  remnants of their precontact language”4. 
The questions we are asking are: “Is English influencing the structure of 
other languages so that we can veritably speak of a case of language death? 
Can we seriously consider Anglicisms and borrowings as a real threat to 
multilingualism in Europe and to the right of European citizens of speak and use 
their language thoroughly? Thomason established a borrowing scale to 
measure the results of linguistic contacts:  
a) casual contact: only content words, non basic vocabulary;  
b) slightly more intense contact: Function words, but still non basic vocabulary, 
minor structures, new phonemes in loanwords; 
c) more intense contact, spread bilingualism: more function words, basic 
vocabulary, affixes, significant structural features;  
d) intense contact: heavy lexical and structural borrowings, morphology etc. 
(2001:70-71).  
The influence of English on European languages is more likely to be a) or 
perhaps b), but definitely not c) nor d). This seems to be confirmed by House 
that in a research study shows how the supposed European Anglicisation of 
                                                
1 The more intense (and long) the contact is the more kinds of interference are possible 
Thomason 2001: 66 
2 “The more socioeconomic dominance one group exerts, the more likely it is that the 
subordinate group will adopt features from the dominant group’s language”. Ibid.  
3 “the onward thrust of Americanization, cultural homogenization (“Mc Donaldization”) and the 
hegemony of English”  (Phillipson:2003:11-12).Widespread borrowing from English is a 
symptom of global Americanization. (Ibid.147) 
4 Thomason 2001:12.  
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languages only affect what she calls “the open system” of lexis leaving the 
“heart of a language” its structure, intact” (2003:563). 
 
5.5 Domain loss in science 
 
I will consider the only case registered so far as “domain loss”, that is, 
where the use of English has entered into conflict with the other European 
languages and the only  case of English being used for cultural production by 
non-native speakers of English. It is the domain of academic and scientific 
communication (see table 3), international conferences, international workshops 
and, above all, in research publication. Science is one of the domains that has 
been most strongly affected by the process of internationalisation both at the 
European and at global level. In order to communicate easily and exchange 
knowledge among scientists there is a tendency to use English instead of 
mother tongues in order to spread the results of scientific research. Here real 
cases of diglossia and even domain loss have been acknowledged.  
 The promotion of English as the medium of international professional 
communication in academic and scientific domains has been encouraged by the 
action of various organisations such as English for Academic Purposes 
(Swales:1997). The intention in promoting English as an academic lingua franca 
(similarly to Latin in the past) was possibly to eliminate the linguistic barriers 
among scientists and scholars.  
Swales has been an active member of the EAP movement since the mid 
60s (1997:373), but after a few decades he has started to reconsider and partly 
criticize his own work. He claims that when he adhered to the EAP movement, 
the main idea was to transmit “western technical and scientific know-how 
delivered through the medium of English and supported by appropriate EAP 
programs” (1997:377) to third world countries as quickly as possible. Thus, at 
the beginning, there was a sort of “humanitarian” aim behind the EAP project as 
he firmly believed “the essence of such a program was a culturally and 
politically neutral enterprise… distinct from the…efforts of the British Council” 
(1997:377).  
 77
However, Swales claims that supporting the development of an English-
only transmission of academic and scientific knowledge all over the world has 
produced two main unintended results. First of all it has prevented the 
development of a specific linguistic register in the “third-world” and secondly it 
has produced a “register loss in the world of scholarship” all around the globe 
(1997:378). Of course this does not mean that the spread use of English in 
scientific and academic domains will produce “the loss of languages per se1… 
but the loss of specialized registers in otherwise healthy languages” (1997:378).  
In Europe this  has become a quite a widespread scenario. Swales 
claims how in Scandinavia, in particular in Sweden, “the preservation of 
academic registers, rather than their creation, is a matter of considerable 
concern and debate, especially since, for example, “the last journal to publish 
original medical research in Swedish has recently gone over to an all-English 
policy”(1997:379). Other cases frequently quoted in the EU are Denmark2, the 
Netherlands and Germany. If the use of English is not correctly planned, it could 
enter into conflict with the other national languages.  
However, so far, the only domain where this phenomenon has been 
registered to a certain extent in the scientific discourse. But in the previous 
chapter we claimed how the EU institutions are particularly concerned with the 
maintenance of linguistic diversity and how they have an important role in 
counteracting the “market-force” in language policies, as it seems in this case. 
In fact Jan Figel, the present EU commissioner for “education, training, culture, 
and multilingualism” has recently set up an enquiry about this phenomenon in 
order to fully understand this process and possibly design a strategy to avoid 
the use of English in scientific and academic publication creating extensive 
domain loss in other European languages.  
 
                                                
1 The maintenance of linguistic diversity is not necessary per se but as a  “legitimate activity for 
fostering cross-cultural understanding via an appreciation of cultural differences” (Kachru 
1995:182 quoted in Swales:1997). 
2 Phillipson 2003 
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We can conclude that although English is definitely the most known 
(table2) and used (table3) language if compared to the others in the EU, its 
percentages are definitely low. Therefore even if English in Europe is used as a 
lingua franca, as for example it is the most frequently used language1 in 
multilingual encounters, still this lingua franca use is limited to a few restricted 
domain and involve a restricted number of Europeans. Therefore it cannot 
veritably constitute a threat for the EU multilingualism as it is mainly used 
occasionally while travelling and in certain working domains involving 
multilingual staff or multilingual contacts. The use of English among non-natives 
in Europe remains therefore that of a transactional language for communication 
and it is not substituting other languages as a language for identification. In fact 
so far there have not been any acknowledged cases of English being used for 
intra-national communication among the member states, i.e. at home, with 
friends, or in the public national or local administrations. Moreover even the 
linguistic influence of English remains within the limits lexical borrowings.  
Only science can be identified as a case of domain loss which is also a 
far more international trend and which moreover has been attentively monitored 
by the EU institutions. But even in this field we should question if English is 
veritably substituting other languages or if they survive into the English texts 
produced. In fact as long as English is used by non-native speakers mainly with 
other non-native speakers, we should consider whether this language contact 
will lead only to English affecting EU languages, or if European languages will 
also change English.  
 
 
                                                
1 Labrie and Quell 1997: 13-22. 
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6. ELF towards a new standard for non-native 
communication  
 
We have seen so far that English has emerged as the EU lingua franca 
both in institutions and in several different domains in society and that this 
position has been somehow sanctioned by its prominent place in the EU 
educational curricula. The fear of political, economic and cultural domination 
that would eventually result in linguicism has been claimed in Europe. Still as 
Widdowson claims “one might accept the conspiracy theory that there was an 
intention to use English to dominate, but the assumption that the intention was 
successful, which is often taken as a necessary corollary, is based on a belief in 
the invariability of the language” (1997:136).  
In fact the most recent research in English linguistics shows that the and use 
of the English language as a lingua franca in Europe will probably result in the 
fragmentation of English itself more than in English successfully standardising 
and destroying the linguistic differences in the EU. I will now present a further 
argument against the supposition that the spread of English will automatically 
result in the various national and local languages becoming “victims of 
linguicide”1. Actually its extensive use by mainly non-native speakers is having 
a different impact on English itself.  More than replacing the European Union 
multilingualism, the English language is itself being “babelized” .  
 
6.1 The debate about nativeness for ELF and the ownership of 
English  
 
The majority of teachers and academics are still more interested in 
studying the so-called standard varieties of English, that, is British and 
American English, therefore the ELF field is not much explored and most of the 
                                                
1 Phillipson 2003:145 see also introduction. 
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research still remains to be done1. Moreover the reactions of the academic 
establishment to this field of study are generally not encouraging as these go 
from ELF being ignored,  not accepted or even denigrated.  
As I said in the introduction ELF2 stands in the same theoretical 
perspective as the “World Englishes” (WE) of the Outer circle, that is, the 
nativized varieties of English in post-colonial countries. In these countries 
English is learned as a second official language and is used not only with 
mother tongues (i.e. the former colonizers) or foreigners, but mainly for intra-
national communication purposes. Therefore WE have developed their own 
varietal characteristics and have been nativized, since English is used for a 
wide range of daily purposes (Jenkins:2003) and the changes produced by the 
influence of native languages are stable and coherent. 
During the 80s “World Englishes”, were recognized to have developed 
different characteristics from the standard varieties of English and thus they 
have been studied as being versions of English. But this field of study has been 
strongly opposed and criticized. In fact while some scholars claimed how the 
WE varieties of English in Outer circle should be accepted both as standards of 
use and local models for teaching with the same validity of Inner circle varieties 
(ENL), others claimed that these nativized varieties were simply 
“interlanguages” and that did not reach the target language (ENL) as they did 
not display “local innovation but errors”3. The emblem of such debate is the one 
which took place on “English today” in 1991 between Quirk and Kachru4. Quirk 
claimed how “the so-called national varieties of English [are] an attempt to 
justify the inability to acquire”5 the ENL standard taught, while Kachru claimed 
that “local languages are inevitably affecting the English that is evolving in 
different contexts around the world”6 and that nativization cannot be considered 
                                                
1 Seidlhofer (2003) 
2 See introduction ENL, ELF, ESL 
3 Jenkins, 2003:7. 
4 English Today 1991 in Jenkins:2003. 
5 Quirk in Jenkins: 2003: 8-9 
6 Jenkins, 2003:61. 
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as “deficiency but as difference” (Kachru,1982:21). The main question was that 
of “nativeness”. 
Today the validity of the WE studies is acknowledged by many scholars, 
and “the right to descriptions in their own terms has finally been recognized for 
nativized varieties of English” (Seidlhofer 2001:138). However WE are still often 
regarded as just non-standard varieties of English, “with the implication that 
they are all sub-standards and hence incorrect”1. The ELF field of study is even 
less accepted and controversial at academic level, because as Seidlhofer 
claims “it is very difficult to open up a “conceptual space” for [ELF]” (2003:14). 
In fact while Outer circle varieties of English are localized, 
institutionalized and already nativised,  ELF is used mainly as a communicative 
tool in international settings such as in the European Union. Being used by an 
international community cannot, by definition, be identified with a certain 
speaking community, therefore, it is more difficult to clearly detect the 
processes of nativization2 and perhaps ELF is still more in an “intermediate or 
undetermined status”3 and thus it is still on the way towards nativization. Still it 
however is indubitable that ELF has diverged from ENL. 
An example of the double attitude towards WE and ELF may be the 
position of Trudgill, one of the most influential sociolinguists as he expressed  in 
his article which recently appeared in “English pronunciation Models: a 
changing scene”(2005). While he acknowledged the full validity and importance 
of the World Englishes studies, he strongly argued against the need and the 
recognition of ELF as different from ENL. He claimed that for World Englishes 
the most appropriate models should exactly be “these endo-normative second-
language varieties”4. He did not consider them as “British heresy” and he 
                                                
1 Ibid p.32 
2 “Speakers in the Outer Circle use English as an institutionalised second language, often 
yielding indigenised forms,…speakers in the expanding circle traditionally acquire English 
through formal instruction following the model of either standard British (BrE) or American 
English (AmE), and usually do not use English for communication purposes within their 
individual home countries”2 Meierkord 2004:110. 
3 Trudgill, 2005:79. 
4 Trudgill, 2005:86. 
 82
claimed how for example how Irish English “was originally a second language 
variety which over time gradually became a native-language variety” 1.  
But on the other hand, Trudgill is not simply sceptical on ELF studies, but 
even scornful. He found a series of inconsistencies in the ELF theoretical 
approach and outcomes, especially these by Jenkins’ who is one of the most 
influential researchers in ELF studies. But beside he even questioned the whole 
efforts of studying ELF as considered unnecessary to develop an ELF model for 
non-native communication. First of all he claimed that once the difference with 
ENL has been decided, how can students and teacher decide for ELF instead of 
ENL as their pedagogical goal? What about the non-natives who will have to 
communicate with natives?2 For example if we think of the EU language 
curriculum for developing the individual plurilingual repertoire (see chapter 4), 
ELF will be taught as being useful for communication among non-native 
speakers of English, while the teaching of an ENL language would fall into the 
category of foreign language. Here the teaching of culture specific elements 
would be pertinent again or, as Widdowson proposes, “ENL should be learned 
as a basis  which the student can learn from, fine-tuning subsequently (usually 
after leaving school) to any native or non-native varieties, and register that are 
relevant for their individual requirements (Widdowson in Seidlhofer 2003:23). 
Concerning the second question Jenkins claimed that it is likely that the non-
native ELF would be used even with native speakers, especially for the numeric 
weight of non-natives but Trudgill ended his article with a refusal to even 
comment on this hypothesis. 
As said above the ELF is becoming a distinguished variety although it 
has not yet clearly emerged. But it is nevertheless important to acknowledge 
this linguistic reality and to understand and study the importance of non-native 
speakers for the future of English. The main question is the “ownership of 
English”3. Who owns English today? Especially since the “English language no 
longer belongs numerically to speakers of English as a mother 
                                                
1 Ibid. 
2 Ibid. 79. 
3  Widdowson in Seidlhofer 2001:134. 
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tongue…statistically native speakers are in a minority for language use, and 
thus in practice for language change”1. As Brumfit claims2 “the ownership (by 
which I mean the power to adapt and change) of any language in effect rests 
with the people who use it, however they are, however multilingual or 
monolingual”. Therefore they are not only the native speakers but also the non-
native ones who are the depositaries of the language innovations and language 
change and to have the right to define, learn and use their own language.  
 
6.2 Whose English? ELF or English as spaghetti: *“everyone 
cook it its own way” 
 
Trudgill’s position reminds me of the attitude of the Italian people, the 
“native-eaters of spaghetti”, towards “non-native spaghetti”. Spaghetti serves 
the nutritional needs of different national communities who although provided 
with an original recipe, the “native-eater one”, adapt it to their “taste” and needs. 
From this point of view English can be seen as “spaghetti”. As a “native eater” 
of spaghetti I follow my own traditional native-eater norm when cooking it, in the 
same way an English native speaker would use ENL within his linguistic 
community of origin. When eating spaghetti cooked by a non-native eater, I 
would probably find it rather different from the one I cook and serve (”use”) 
them. Similarly the native speakers of English speak English differently from 
non-native speakers and he/she would probably make also a different use of 
the English language. 
 Although I would probably not cook spaghetti for my own meals as a 
non-native eater does, I acknowledge that non-native spaghetti is not less good 
and nourishing than mine, as it actually serves the non-native spaghetti eater’s 
needs perfectly well even if it is insipient or overcooked. Similarly the native 
speakers of English would rather use ENL for their daily communicative needs, 
but they should acknowledge that non-natives manage their communicative 
needs perfectly with their ELF, that in some case serves even better. 
                                                
1 Ibid. See the introduction for figures of the Inner, Outer and Expanding circles  
2 Brumfit in Seidlhofer 2001:7. 
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Moreover when tasting a “cinnamon and carrot spaghetti” cooked by a 
non-native I observe that it is perfectly edible even for a native-eater like me. 
Thus I shall be ready to acknowledge that when spaghetti is cooked by non-
native eaters it would no-long belong to native eaters only. So it would no longer 
be my prerogative to tell a non-native spaghetti eater how to cook spaghetti for 
me or for him/herself unless asked. Thus in the case that non-native ELF 
standards will allow intelligibility even for native speakers of English, these latter 
should acknowledge that their ownership of English is now shared with non-
native speakers.   
 Therefore, if I have to cook spaghetti for a non-native eater who is in the 
land of spaghetti whose recipe should I use? Maybe even in the land of 
spaghetti, a non-native will ask or prefer his own version to the original one. I, 
as a native eater, should accept that the non-native eater has the right to ask 
and eat his/her own version of spaghetti, or at least be open to negotiating the 
recipe when we cook spaghetti together and not simply imposing my own 
recipe. In the same way English native speakers would probably have to 
negotiate their use of ENL rather than ELF in order to communicate with non-
natives.  
Moreover why should a native eater question the non-native eaters 
edibility if it does not constitute a problem for them? The fact that native 
spaghetti is necessarily better than non-native spaghetti is definitely a common 
place. It is better for whom? Who decides that native spaghetti is better than 
non-native spaghetti and why? These are important questions to be answered 
in order to acknowledge the validity and the future importance of ELF 
perspectives in English language studies.  
 
6.3 The results of ELF research1 
 
The main idea behind the research and the studies on ELF is that non-
native users of English, far from being “not-proficient ENL2 speakers“ or “ENL 
                                                
1 Taken from Grezga:2005; Seidlhofer:2003; Jenkins:2003. 
2 English as a Native Language: see introduction 
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learners”1, shall be considered as “ELF speakers” in all respects and have 
already appropriated the English language. Scholars have consequently started 
coding the features that characterize the ELF. A limited number of corpora exist 
to date, especially if compared with those existing on the standard varieties of 
English. The most important corpora2 on ELF gathered so far are: 
– Vienna Oxford International Corpus of English (VOICE) (Seidlhofer, 2004) 
– Corpus of English as a Lingua Franca in Academic Settings (ELFA) 
(Mauranen, 2003) 
– Alpine Adriatic Corpus (AAC) (James, 2000) 
– International Corpus of English (ICE) ( Greenbaum, 1996) 
– International Corpus of Learner of English (ICLE) and Louvain International 
Database of Spoken English Interlanguage (LINDSEI) 
These corpora are the starting point of studies on ELF that aim at 
defining the specific features of the English language when used in a lingua 
franca use/context where the native speakers are not the main interlocutors but 
are instead a minor component or not even present at all. The majority of 
research are being carried out on spoken data and oral speech as in these 
contexts “the language is removed from the standardizing influence of writing”3. 
However also a few works on written English exist. The most important one is 
Mauranen’s analysis of academic writings. 
Part of the analyses that have been undertaken so far are in the field of 
the non-native/non-native intercultural pragmatics (Seidlhofer). The most active 
scholars in this field are Firth, Meierkord, House, Wagner, Lesznyak. Their 
studies in the pragmatics of ELF have highlighted the low frequency of 
misunderstanding in non-native/non-native communication in English, especially 
in comparison with native/non-native one (Grezga). The non-natives tend to 
adopt a “let-it-pass” principle (Firth4) among them5 that makes the 
                                                
1 Seidlhofer in Pöltz p.4 
2 Grezga 2005:46 
3 Ibid. 
4 Seidlhofer 2003:15 
5 For example the adoption and transfer of L1 discursive conventions in ELF discourse do not 
generally create misunderstandings (House 2003). 
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communication “overtly consensus oriented, cooperative and mutually 
supportive, and thus appearing fairly robust”1.  
The most systematic researches that have been possible and fruitful  on 
the basis of the corpora mentioned above are the studies on the “lingua franca 
core” by Jenkins (for phonology in “The phonology of English as an international 
language:2000”) and Seidlhofer (for lexico-grammar in studies on her VOICE 
corpus, see below).They are based on the so-called “core” approach that aims 
at identifying the traits common in non-native users English and which 
nevertheless grant intelligibility among non-natives. 
The main results of Jenkins’ work show how some features that would 
constitute a source of unintelligibility for native speakers are nevertheless 
acceptable and unproblematic in ELF talk among non-natives such as the 
absence of weak forms; the substitution of [θ] and [ð] by [t] and [d] or [s] and [z]  
etc.... On the other hand she identifies some features (the “core features”) that 
are critical for intelligibility in ELF such as rhoticity (like American English rather 
than British English) or aspiration after initial /p/, /t/, /k/ etc….  
Seidlhofer identifies a series of “sins” in lexico-grammar that regularly 
occurs in her VOICE corpus. These lexico-grammatical “sins” are commonly 
considered main errors and deviation from the ENL standards but occur in ELF 
without impeaching intelligibility. Some examples of unproblematic “sins” of ELF 
are the non-use of the “3rd persons -s” and a unique form for the present simple; 
an interchangeable use of “who” and “which”; not using the definite or indefinite 
articles in front of nouns; using verb stems in constructions such as in “I look 
forward to see you tomorrow”; “wrong” plural formation etc…In Seidlhofer’s 
work it emerges that the problematic and critical areas in ELF are lexical gaps 
and what she calls “unilateral idiomaticity”, that is, the use of “metaphorical 
language. idioms, phrasal verbs and fixed ENL expressions”2 that are not 
shared by the non-native speakers.  
Jenkins’ and Seidlhofer’s are so far the only extensive “book-length” 
works on ELF but there is a vast amount of articles that deal with various 
                                                
1 Seidlhofer 2003:15 
2 Seidlhofer 2003:19 
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aspects of ELF from different points of view. The importance of this field of 
study has been progressively acknowledged also by language institutions such 
as the Oxford University Press which was one of the main supporter of the 
VOICE corpora of English, even so no really extensive work has been carried 
out so far.  
 
6.4 ELF: towards a new pedagogical goal 
 
One of the main objective behind the research and studies on ELF is to 
define a standard on which to base a pedagogical model which is different from 
ENL. I will now present what are the main reasons behind the need and the 
search for a new pedagogical goal of English based on ELF.  
First of all “more fairness in International English” is needed because 
“due to the insistence on native-speaker norms”  the actual models based on 
ENL act “as a powerful gate-keeping device which has little to do with 
intelligibility but a great deal with socio-economic factors”1. ELF standards would 
lead towards more equitable communication (Phillipson:2003) and be an 
appropriate pedagogical goal for those who need English for international 
communication more than with native speakers of English as in the case of 
European Union citizens. An ELF standard would be much more equitable in 
the sense of being free from native speaker cultural constraints. As it emerged 
from recent studies the non-native speakers “sins” are often used to signal one 
own identity in ELF2. Thus ELF will also include elements from the non-native 
speaker culture and identity and therefore it will acknowledge “the importance of 
respecting and building on local values, beliefs and ways of doing things”3.  
A second point is that it should take into account that English is learned 
by non-native speakers for its communicative potential, that is, to be used with 
other non-native speakers. Therefore, the learning goal of ELT (English 
language teaching) should no longer be the “successful communication with 
                                                
1 Ammon in Seidlhofer 2002a. 
2 See Pölzl:2003. 
3 Seidlhofer:2002. 
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native speakers“1, nor “intelligibility to native speakers”2 because the objective 
of a learner of English is not to become “a ‘proper member’ of another speech 
community” (House 2003:558) nor to have “native monolingual’s competence” 
(House 2003:558).  If the communicative needs for learning English are to be 
effectively used with non-native speakers of English, then “the teaching should 
prepare for (ELF) rather than ENL use”3. 
Widdowson claims how ”native speaker norms as a target for English 
language learning are inappropriate and counterproductive”4 because they are 
still based on the interaction between natives and non-natives5. For example 
while ELT based on a ENL model aims at eradicating the “sins” recurrent in 
non-native speech, it does not consider how these “sins” allow intelligibility in 
non-native/non-native communication often better than conformity to native 
model/norms. Therefore, since users are the agents of change the rethinking of 
ELF pedagogy should acknowledge the role of non-native users of English as a 
source for their own models and linguistic authority. 
A third reason claimed by Seidlhofer (2001,2003) behind the adoption of 
an ELF standard in pedagogy would be that non-native teachers speakers of 
English would stop being learners themselves of the target language. In fact 
they often perceive themselves as “second-choice” teachers and “suffer from a 
sense of inferiority caused by the glaring defects of their knowledge”6. But as 
long as “they know the target language and at the same time share with their 
student the experience of what it is like to try and make it their own through the 
same first language filter” (Seidlhofer 2001:135). They will become themselves 
authoritative and relevant models for their student.     
 However so far ELF has had no impact on teaching curricula and 
materials. For example the large majority of teaching material proposes mainly 
monolingual native speakers as their authentic material. ENL is still considered 
                                                
1 Seidlhofer 2001:12 
2 Ibid. p13 
3 Seidlhofer  2003: 13 
4 Widdowson p141 
5 Seidlhofer 
6 Seidlhofer  
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the milestone against which the learning process have to be measured and the 
goal of ELT remains the successful communication with native speakers.  
 
6.5 Three cases of ELF use 
 
During my permanence in Brussels I observed in several occasions the 
lingua franca use of English. I will present three cases from my experience to 
illustrate of what can be considered the use of ELF. In Brussels there are 
several NGOs that are composed by a multilingual staff and for which English is 
mainly used as an in-house working language. I will present a conference call at 
BEUC (the European Consumers’ Organisation), a conference call at IFAW (the 
International Foundation for Animal Welfare) and a meeting at EEB (the 
European Environmental Bureau). The recording of those meetings were not 
allowed and therefore I will not be able not present a detailed linguistic analysis 
of them but I will nevertheless make a description of how English was used and 
which were the main implication of such a use. I will conclude with illustrating 
the experience of an English speaking mother tongue with non-natives of 
English.  
 
6.5.1 A conference call at BEUC  
 
 The conference call I attended at  BEUC took place among three people, 
a French man, an Italian girl which were in the same office in Brussels and a 
German man who was in Germany. The three of them were very proficient non-
native speakers of English, but still not definitely ENL-like. The three of them 
preserved their  strong accents and during the conversation they did not made 
efforts in order to for example produce a more ENL-like pronunciation and their 
“lexico-grammar” presented several non-native features, such as “NO?” instead 
of tag questions or such as two “possibilit[¡] “ instead of two “possibilit[iz]”.There 
was even the occurrence of sentences such as *“I was agree with that” which 
was said by the Italian girl following the Italian structure “sono d’ accordo”. 
Moreover the communication was quite disturbed, as there was  even someone 
drilling the wall and it was not a face-to-face interaction but it was a conference 
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call. I expected therefore that several communication problems would have 
arisen during the conference call. But surprisingly their communication had not 
breakdowns, and was not problematic at all. As emerged in ELF studies the 
communication among non-native speakers of English is cooperative even 
despite the individual differences in their use of English and their 
communicative idiosyncrasies . 
 
6.5.2 A conference call at IFAW 
 
  The conference call at IFAW involved six persons, an Italian woman, an 
English mother tongue girl, a Polish man, and three Dutch, one was in the 
Brussels office while the other two were in the office of Amsterdam. The 
conference call started with the Dutch office calling and the speakers started 
with “Hi, Guten tag, can I speak with Gaia?” thus mixing even other languages 
to the use of English. Even in this case the communication among the six 
people went on smoothly until the very end when the Italian woman pronounced 
incorrectly the name of a legal firm on which they were discussing. The 
communicative problem was solved by the Italian woman laughing and asking 
the English mother tongue to intervene and to make a correct spelling of the 
name. However the incorrect pronunciation was more a doubt of the Italian 
woman about the more possibility that the listeners could not have understood 
more than her pronunciation mistake veritably impeded the communication. In 
fact any of the other people participating seemed no considered it as an error, 
because no one asked for repetition. This is another example of the how the 
communication among non-native speakers are cooperative.  
 
6.5.3 A meeting at EEB 
 
The meeting at the EEB gathered the employees of various NGOs who 
were nationals of several of the EU member state: an Austrian, two Finnish, two 
polish, a Bulgarian, a Portuguese, a French, a Italian, a German, two Dutch and 
a French Belgian. The was first a presentation of the subject of the debate by 
one the EEB members, then the real debate began. Again the communication 
 91
went on efficiently as for example, any request of repetition or 
misunderstandings occurred. But the very interest moment of the meeting was 
when two English officials from the EU institutions came in. Their way of 
interacting with their multilingual audience was completely different and above 
all and two completely different results. The first English official intervened  as if 
he had a native speakers audience in front of him, using a ENL accent , making 
also puns and using a highly idiomatic language. The attention of the 
participants that until that moment was high, suddenly lowered. Nobody 
intervened or asked him any questions so that the English official was nearly 
monologuing.   
Conversely the second English official instead seemed to be more 
attentive to the fact that he was in front of a multilingual audience of non-native 
speakers and that therefore his English had to be similar to their to be better 
communicate with them. In fact his English was completely different from the 
first speaker one. His speech was far more clearer, his pronunciation less 
“syncopated”  and he avoided the use of  idiomatic language. It was interesting 
to note how the audience was again attentive and ready to interact with him. At 
the end of the speech, the chairman even complimented him for his speech. 
During the EEB meeting although several non-native speakers of English 
participated I could have been expected that it was their English potentially 
creating communicative problems. But it was instead the native speaker using 
English as if he was speaking with other native speakers to create  a 
communicative problem. On the other hand, the English speaker that 
conformed to a non-native pattern of English and adapted to their way of 
speaking and using it had a more successful communication with his audience.  
 
6.5.4 English monolingual speakers and the European multilingual 
community 
 
I met an English speaking official who was working at the permanent 
representative of UK to Brussels in occasion of the semester of the UK 
presidency of the Council in 2005. He had been learning French as a second 
language for a few moths but as his level of French was mainly that of a 
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beginner, he was still mainly a monolingual speaker of English. I was interested 
to know how he managed to communicate in the institutions and whether the 
knowledge of English as a mother tongue was really enough in the institution 
multilingual environment. Not surprisingly he confirmed that he was having 
several communicative problems as being only a monolingual speaker of 
English that was why he was determined to improve his knowledge of French. 
In particular he claimed how the majority of his colleagues were plurilingual and 
how this was instead a big asset in a multilingual environment. In fact they not 
only were able to communicate with each other using several languages, but 
also they were more flexible and more accustomed to understand even their 
own language spoken by non-natives. He confirmed somehow that monolingual 
speakers of English are in greater difficulty in international environment 
because, although the language spoken is their own language, their  attitude of 
monolingual fails to understand and adapt to the speech non-native speakers 
which are, nevertheless, the majority.  
 
6.6 ELF and the  European Union 
 
The development of a ELF standard and of an ELF pedagogy would also 
have several positive implications for the teaching and use of English in the 
European Union. It was argued in chapter 4 that the communicative needs of 
the European multilingual community require a commonly shared lingua franca. 
But being language a politically sensitive issue, any explicit discussion has not 
been possible at European level so far,  so the EU institutions have left the 
emergence of a common lingua franca mainly to external economic factors. The 
result is that de facto English is being taught, learned and used as the lingua 
franca of the EU. But the current model is the ENL one, that, it was said, is often 
too linked to its native speaker communities and their interests (see chapter 
4.3.1). 
The adoption of an ELF model in European curricula would instead 
acknowledge the fact that all the European community is actively shaping and 
contributing to this language and that English does not “belong” to native 
speakers only but to all the EU community. If the language officially recognized 
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as being the language for European communication was a non-native English 
standard, its promotion would probably be less problematic and more 
acceptable even at cultural and at political level. 
If the EU member states agreed to choose a common language as the 
officially recognized EU language for communication, the ELF would be 
perhaps the more culturally “neutral” because it is a language that all the EU 
linguistic communities will contribute to produce. It will be therefore possible to 
develop a pedagogy of English appropriate to its lingua franca role. First of all 
“the teaching of English should be considered as a separate question as far as 
ELF is to be considered in European curricula,… it is  important to delimit its 
role and distinct status” (House 2003:10). Second it should take into account 
the “cross-cultural” role of English1 and that the starting point of language 
pedagogy in EU is no longer monolingual student (Byram:2003). Third it would 
be important to acknowledge that ELF is being part of “composite strategic 
competence” (Seidlhofer 2003:23) and thus the fact that it is “one of a 
repertoire of different communicative instruments an individual has at his/ her 
disposal, a useful and versatile tool, a ‘language for communication’ ” (House 
2003:559). 
 
6.6.1 Does an Euro-English already exist? 
 
Up to date the ELF is not yet “a clearly distinguishable, unitary variety”2 
and even the use of English among non-natives in EU has not produced a 
unitary form of “Euro-specific non-native English”3 so far. However some forms 
of “Euro-English4” have been acknowledged at the EU institutional level. These 
are the so called “Euro-Jargon”, that is, the terms of new things created by the 
EU5 (see also 3.4) and the so called “Euro-speak” the language spoken by 
                                                
1 Seidlhofer 2003:22 
2 Seidlhofer 2001:8 
3 Grezga 51:2005 
4 Modiano in Grezga 2005. 
5 Grezga 2005:51. 
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those working within the EU institutions with its “idiosyncratic grammar and 
syntax”1.  
So far the EU institutions are the only space in which all the EU nationals 
constantly meet consequently they are also the only space where we can 
expect to find a more homogeneous linguistic product of the use of English as a 
lingua franca in Europe. The future of English in Europe is uncertain and 
definitely unpredictable. In fact it is not yet clear whether it will fragment into 
mutual intelligible Euro-Englishes, that is locally, national and regionally based 
varieties developed within the member states or if a single European variety will 
come out. Perhaps this will mainly depend on the increase or not of the  
intraeuropean mobility in the perspective opened up by Schengen (see chapter 
2). In fact it is probable that if the intra-European mobility of citizens increase 
this may also bring to more pervasive and constant forms of change and a 
single Euro-English emerging  while if Europeans will mainly remain within their 
national borders it is more likely that several Euro-Englishes will emerge. 
 
                                                
1 Modiano, Jenkins and Seidlhofer in Grezga 2005:51. 
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7.      Conclusions 
 
In this thesis I explored the political, legislative and linguistic reasons for 
which English does not constitute a serious threat to European multilingualism. 
First I examined the European Union political structure and the role of 
languages. It resulted that the EU is completely different from  the nation-state 
which was a political structure that pursued monolingualism as a crucial feature 
to ensure stability and grant a common basis for identity and where a single 
language was generally enforced by the leading communities. The political 
model of the EU is that of a post-national state where multilingualism and 
linguistic diversity are constitutive feature and the member states had an equal 
political status. Even the symbolic linguistic struggle for power among the 
member states have been overcome today so that the use of English in 
institutions does not signal a political domination of the UK  that, moreover, it 
was due to the admission of the ex-EFTA countries to the EU.  
In the EEC first and in the EU then, multilingualism have always had a 
major role as the guarantee of political equality and as the right of European 
citizens to linguistic and cultural differences. The importance of multilingualism 
is sanctioned at a legislative level in documents as the Regulation 1/58 and the 
Treaty of Maastricht. Beside the language policies promoted by the EU 
institutions aim at developing individual plurilingualism, as a means to preserve 
multilingualism but at the same time to develop a European supranational 
dimension of communication. Thus English will be only one of the 
communicative tools language repertoire of Europeans but it will not replace the 
use of mother tongues.  
I also analysed the actual state of the “spread” of English in Europe in 
terms of use and influence. Except for the single case of science publication, 
the main use of English is limited to that of a language for communication and 
not as a language for identification. Moreover, even the influence of the English 
language on the other European languages is limited to borrowing and 
Anglicisms. But above all both the use as a lingua franca and the linguistic 
influence of English are extremely restricted because less than a half of 
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Europeans knows English and only a small percentage of them uses English on 
a daily basis.  
Finally I considered that while the linguistic impact of English on 
European multilingualism is however limited, the possible results of the use of 
English by non-native Europeans can be, instead, considerable. In fact when 
non-native speakers use English, they actively participate to change, transform 
and model it on the basis of their own language. Therefore several scholars 
study the English of non-native speakers (ELF) as  it is diverging from that of 
native ones (ENL). ELF is not yet a well defined and stable linguistic object, 
however whatever the future of English in the EU is more likely that it will be 
ELF than ENL. Therefore even in the hypothesis that English will become the 
language common to all Europeans, more than English monolingualism, it will 
resemble the European multilingualism.  
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8.      Appendices 
 
Appendix n°1 
 
Council Regulation Nº 1 of 1958 determining the languages to be used by 
the European Economic Community  
THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY,  
Having regard to Article 217 of the Treaty which provides that the rules 
governing the languages of the institutions of the Community shall, without 
prejudice to the provisions contained in the rules of procedure of the Court of 
Justice, be determined by the Council, acting unanimously;  
Whereas each of the 4 languages in which the Treaty is drafted is recognised 
as an official language in one or more of the Member States of the Community,  
HAS ADOPTED THIS REGULATION:  
Article 1  
The official languages and the working languages of the institutions of the 
Community shall be Dutch, French, German and Italian. 
Article 2  
Documents which a Member State or a person subject to the jurisdiction of a 
Member State sends to institutions of the Community may be drafted in any one 
of the official languages selected by the sender. The reply shall be drafted in the 
same language.  
Article 3  
Documents which an institution of the Community sends to a Member State or 
to a person subject to the jurisdiction of a Member State shall be drafted in the 
language of such State.  
Article 4  
Regulations and other documents of general application shall be drafted in the 4 
official languages.  
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Article 5  
The Official Journal of the European Communities shall be published in the 4 
official languages.  
Article 6  
The institutions of the Community may stipulate in their rules of procedure 
which of the languages are to be used in specific cases.  
Article 7  
The languages to be used in the proceedings of the Court of Justice shall be 
laid down in its rules of procedure.  
Article 8  
If a Member State has more than one official language, the language to be used 
shall, at the request of such State, be governed by the general rules of its law.  
This regulation shall be binding in its entirety and directly applicable in all 
Member States.  
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Appendix n°2 
 
From the “Treaty of Maastricht” 
 
Chapter 3 
Education, vocational training and youth 
Article 126 
 
1. The Community shall contribute to the development of quality education by 
encouraging cooperation between Member States and, if necessary, by 
supporting and supplementing their action, while fully respecting the 
responsibility of the Member States for the content of teaching and the 
organization of education systems and their cultural and linguistic diversity. 
 
2. Community action shall be aimed at:  
-  developing the European dimension in education, particularly through the 
teaching and dissemination of the languages of the Member States;  
-  encouraging mobility of students and teachers, inter alia by encouraging the 
academic recognition of diplomas and periods of study;  
-  promoting cooperation between educational establishments;  
-  developing exchanges of information and experience on issues common to 
the education systems of the Member States;  
-  encouraging the development of youth exchanges and of exchanges of socio-
educational instructors;  
-  encouraging the development of distance education.  
 
3. The Community and the Member States shall foster co-operation with third 
countries and the competent international organizations in the field of education, 
in particular the Council of Europe.  
 
4. In order to contribute to the achievement of the objectives referred to in this 
Article, the Council:  
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- acting in accordance with the procedure referred to in Article 189b, after 
consulting the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the 
Regions, shall adopt incentive measures, excluding any harmonization of the 
laws and regulations of the Member States;  
-  acting by a qualified majority on a proposal from the Commission, shall adopt 
recommendations.  
Article 127 
 
1. The Community shall implement a vocational training policy which shall 
support and supplement the action of the Member States, while fully respecting 
the responsibility of the Member States for the content and organization of 
vocational training.  
 
2. Community action shall aim to:  
-  facilitate adaptation to industrial changes, in particular through vocational 
training and retraining;  
-  improve initial and continuing vocational training in order to facilitate 
vocational integration and reintegration into the labour market;  
-  facilitate access to vocational training and encourage mobility of instructors 
and trainees and particularly young people;  
-  stimulate cooperation on training between educational or training 
establishments and firms;  
-  develop exchanges of information and experience on issues common to the 
training systems of the Member States.  
 
3. The Community and the Member States shall foster cooperation with third 
countries and the competent international organizations in the sphere of 
vocational training.  
 
4. The Council, acting in accordance with the procedure referred to in Article 
189c and after consulting the Economic and Social Committee, shall adopt 
measures to contribute to the achievement of the objectives referred to in this 
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Article, excluding any harmonization of the laws and regulations of the Member 
States.’  
  
Title IX 
Culture 
Article 128 
 
1. The Community shall contribute to the flowering of the cultures of the 
Member States, while respecting their national and regional diversity and at the 
same time bringing the common cultural heritage to the fore.  
 
2. Action by the Community shall be aimed at encouraging cooperation between 
Member States and, if necessary, supporting and supplementing their action in 
the following areas:  
-  improvement of the knowledge and dissemination of the culture and history of 
the European peoples;  
-  conservation and safeguarding of cultural heritage of European significance;  
-  non-commercial cultural exchanges;  
-  artistic and literary creation, including in the audiovisual sector.  
 
3. The Community and the Member States shall foster cooperation with third 
countries and the competent international organizations in the sphere of culture, 
in particular the Council of Europe.  
 
4. The Community shall take cultural aspects into account in its action under 
other provisions of this Treaty.  
 
5. In order to contribute to the achievement of the objectives referred to in this 
Article, the Council:  
-  acting in accordance with the procedure referred to in Article 189b and after 
consulting the Committee of the Regions, shall adopt incentive measures, 
excluding any harmonization of the laws and regulations of the Member States. 
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CHARTER OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION 
 
  Article 21 
Non-discrimination 
 
1. Any discrimination based on any ground such as sex, race, colour, ethnic or 
social origin, genetic features, language, religion or belief, political or any other 
opinion, membership of a national minority, property, birth, disability, age or 
sexual orientation shall be prohibited. 
 
2. Within the scope of application of the Treaty establishing the European 
Community and of the Treaty on European Union, and without prejudice to the 
special provisions of those Treaties, any discrimination on grounds of nationality 
shall be prohibited. 
 
Article 22 
Cultural, religious and linguistic diversity. 
 
The Union shall respect cultural, religious and linguistic diversity. 
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Appendix n°3 
 
From the 
“Treaty establishing a constitution for Europe” 
 
Chapter I 
Article I-3 
The Union's objectives 
 
It shall respect its rich cultural and linguistic diversity, and shall ensure that 
Europe's cultural heritage is safeguarded and enhanced. 
 
Article I-5 
Relations between the Union and the Member States 
1 The Union shall respect the equality of Member States before the Constitution 
as well as their national identities, inherent in their fundamental structures, 
political and constitutional, inclusive of regional and local self-government 
2 The Member States shall facilitate the achievement of the Union's tasks and 
refrain from any measure which could jeopardise the attainment of the Union's 
objectives. 
 
Chapter III 
Enhanced Cooperation 
Article III-433 
 
The Council shall adopt unanimously a European regulation laying down the 
rules governing the languages of the Union's institutions, without prejudice to 
the Statute of the Court of Justice of the European Union. 
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Article IV-448 
Authentic texts and translations 
 
1. This Treaty, drawn up in a single original in the Czech, Danish, Dutch, 
English, Estonian, Finnish, French, German, Greek, Hungarian, Irish, Italian, 
Latvian, Lithuanian, Maltese, Polish, Portuguese, Slovak, Slovenian, Spanish 
and Swedish languages, the texts in each of these languages being equally 
authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Government of the 
Italian Republic, which will transmit a certified copy to each of the governments 
of the other 
signatory States. 
 
2. This Treaty may also be translated into any other languages as determined 
by Member States among those which, in accordance with their constitutional 
order, enjoy official status in all or part of their territory.  
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